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The Ethnography of On-Site Interpretation and Commemoration Practices:  Place-Based Cultural 
Heritages at the Bear Paw, Big Hole, Little Bighorn, and Rosebud Battlefields 
 
Chairperson: John Douglas  
 
  Using a memory archaeology paradigm, this dissertation explored from 2010 to 2012 the ways 
people used place-based narratives to create and maintain the sacredness of four historic 
battlefields in Montana: Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument; Nez Perce National 
Historical Park- Bear Paw Battlefield; Nez Perce National Historical Park- Big Hole National 
Battlefield; and Rosebud Battlefield State Park.  This research implemented a mixed-methods 
approach of four data sources:  historical research about on-site interpretation and land 
management of the battlefields; participant observations conducted during height of tourism 
season for each battlefield; 1,056 questionnaires administered to park visitors; and 32 semi-
structured interviews with park personnel.  Before formulating hypotheses to test, a preliminary 
literature review was conducted on three battlefields (Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and Isandlwana) 
for any observable patterns concerning the research domain. 
  This dissertation tested two hypotheses to explain potential patterns at the four battlefields in 
Montana related to on-site interpretation of primary sources, the sacred perception of battlefields, 
and the maintenance and expression of place-based cultural heritages and historical knowledge.  
The first hypothesis examined whether park visitors and personnel perceived these American 
Indian battlefields as nationally significant or if other heritage values associated with the place-
based interpretation of the sacred landscapes were more important.  Although park visitors and 
personnel overall perceived the battlefields as nationally important, they also strongly expressed 
other heritage values.  The second hypothesis examined whether battlefield visitors who made 
pilgrimages to attend or participate in official on-site commemorations had stronger place-based 
connections for cultural heritage or historical knowledge reasons than other visitors.  Overall, 
these commemoration pilgrims had stronger connections to the battlefields than other park 
visitors. 
  Closer comparisons of the four battlefields demonstrated that they had both similar patterns and 
unique aspects of why people maintained these landscapes as sacred places. 
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Chapter One:  Introduction 
 
 
Image 1.1.  Last Stand Hill Monument of Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument during 
the summer of 2011 (Keremedjiev 2011a). 
 
 
Image 1.2.  Indian Memorial of Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument during the 
anniversary in June of 2011 (Keremedjiev 2011a). 
 
 
2 
 
 The research outlined in this dissertation examines the dynamic relationship between four 
battlefields in Montana as sacred landscapes, on-site interpretation at these heritage sites, and the 
varied ways people intellectually and emotionally respond to those places within the context of 
their place-based cultural heritages and historical knowledge.  The four case studies are Little 
Bighorn Battlefield National Monument (LIBI); Nez Perce National Historical Park- Bear Paw 
Battlefield (BEPA); Nez Perce National Historical Park- Big Hole National Battlefield (BIHO); 
and Rosebud Battlefield State Park (ROBA).  From a broader perspective, the dissertation 
explores two issues in the relationship between people, place, and thought.  First, the dissertation 
observes the ways publically interpreted place-based narratives maintain cultural landscapes.  In 
particular, the research looks at places that have a long-term history of on-site interpretation 
practices and commemorations that contribute to the perception and maintenance of a sacred 
landscape.  This study engages governmental or public events, displays, and documents as well 
as the views and sacred landscapes of others, here expressed primarily by, but not limited to, 
American Indian commemorations.  Analysis of these places provides not only a multi-vocal 
historical review of how—and why—people in the past worked towards the preservation of the 
four case studies as sacred landscapes, but also a contemporary look into the attitudes and 
behaviors for public remembrances and commemorations found at these historic battles.  These 
public interpretations incorporate archaeological data, historical records, and oral accounts at 
heritage sites in contemporary society.  Second, this dissertation looks at the ways individuals 
maintain their social roles and identities through place-based rituals and sacred landscapes.  
These place-based rituals are part of a living-history legacy that has personal as well as cultural 
importance.  It seems likely that these areas have intertwined relationships:  the physical setting 
of a landscape and its emotive power; the intellectual engagement resulting from publically 
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interpreted primary sources of archaeological data, historical documentation, and oral accounts; 
and the social interaction during commemorations and other rituals to transmit knowledge and 
feelings about the landscapes.   
 To navigate through this complex relationship with my case studies, as explained below, 
the dissertation is centered on testing two hypotheses, and I conduct the following five studies 
based on the review of pertinent literature.  For the first study, which is found in Chapter 2, I 
examine the relationship between cultural landscapes, cultural heritage, and memory archaeology 
from a theoretical perspective.  When I analyze more closely the term of cultural landscape, I 
find five potential dimensions relevant for the dissertation.  Dimension One:  cultural landscapes 
have a relationship between their physical setting and their perception of time (e.g., Bender 
2002; Tilley 1994).  Cultural landscapes can become time capsules for varied reasons of peoples’ 
beliefs and memories.  Dimension Two:  a cultural landscape has two terms that describe the 
same location:  space and place (e.g., Preucel and Meskell 2007; Tuan 1977).  Space is the 
tangible component and place is a social label and identifier of the same location.  Dimension 
Three:  a cultural landscape can have a sacred or profane perception.  Sacredness has many 
meanings besides a connotation with the supernatural (Merrriam-Webster Dictionary 2004).  
Consequently, a sacred landscape has a variety of associated on-site interpretations and rituals to 
demarcate its significance among other cultural landscapes (Chidester and Linenthal 1995).  
Dimension Four:  a symbolic presence exists for a cultural landscape (e.g., Cosgrove and Daniels 
1988; Tilley 1994).  A cultural landscape has abstractions conveyed through the physical setting 
and associated managed resources.  Dimension Five:  cultural landscapes have an important 
component of the varied ways people interact with their environments.  These place-based 
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interactions include expressed cultural heritages, historical understandings, pilgrimages to and 
commemorations at the landscapes (Basso 1996; King 2003).   
 For the second study, which is also in Chapter 2, I use the paradigm of memory 
archaeology to look at the relationship between a cultural landscape, its on-site interpretation of 
primary sources, its on-site interactions of people, and peoples’ place-based cultural heritages 
and historical knowledge.  As a type of cultural landscape study, memory archaeology observes 
the ways people relate to a place using their personal memories, cultural heritages, and historical 
understandings (e.g., Alcock 2002; Van Dyke 2008; Williams 2006).  The memory archaeology 
paradigm provides researchers insight into the ways people relate to a place with their beliefs and 
perceptions.  This relationship can be seen by peoples’ interactions with tangible markers, like 
monuments, or artifacts associated with on-site interpretations.   
 For the third study, toward the end of Chapter 2, I outline the reasons why battlefields 
make good case studies to observe one type of sacred landscape and to understand the complex 
relationship of place, people, beliefs, and social interactions.  Battlefields are contested sacred 
landscapes that are focal points to express diverse cultural identities and historical 
understandings.  These sacred landscapes always have symbolic, and sometimes real, “battles” of 
ownership as tangible reference points for historical narratives.  The battle for place is, on a 
deeper level, a battle for the power to create meaningful narrations.  In general, places not only 
have many layers of meanings, but they also show “relations of power” (Thomas 1996:91).  
Battlefields, and other types of conflict sites, tend to have many actual or symbolic diverse 
viewpoints of what and how these places should be remembered.  This situation is compounded 
when many people have made the same cultural landscape socially relevant over a very long 
period of time.  Tangible reminders, like an interpreted cultural landscape, help perpetuate and 
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modify a cultural heritage or historical understanding.  Despite an accumulation of tangible 
references, however, beliefs themselves become less literal over time (Joyce 2003:107).  
 From a memory archaeology paradigm, pilgrimages and on-site commemorations are 
performance rituals for participants and witnesses to reinforce the perception of a battlefield as a 
sacred landscape.  In particular, battlefields are sacred landscapes where certain rituals 
emphasize their social extraordinariness from ordinary (profane) landscapes.  Many people 
perceive battlefields as sacred, hallowed places.  For example, just some simple key-phrase 
searches on Google (as of February 2011) generate the following hits:  hallowed battlefields 
(356,000 results) and sacred battlefields (3,080,000 results).  Further, in critical public speeches, 
inscriptions, and writings, American government officials have referenced and reinforced the 
idea that battlefields are places made sacred by the sacrifices of human lives (e.g., the Gettysburg 
Address, the inscription for the World War II Memorial at the National Mall).   
 For the fourth study, which comprises Chapter 3, I undertake a pilot study to see if 
peoples’ interactions at and beliefs of cultural landscapes at different battlefields from around the 
world can be compared and studied.  I conducted a literature review of three battlefields:  
Culloden in Scotland; Fallen Timbers in Ohio; and Isandlwana in South Africa.  I define key 
battlefield variables to be reliable in measurement and in importance for interpretation.  These 
variables are historical circumstances of each battle and current place-based narratives at each 
battlefield.  I observe that certain cultural heritage expressions arise due to either the proximity 
of a descendant community to a battlefield and/or how agencies manage battlefields.  This study 
provides a global, preliminary perspective on battlefields, but systematic, firsthand observations 
at these types of conflict sites brings a clearer understanding of peoples’ interactions and beliefs 
of those places. 
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 For the fifth study, which is in Chapter 4, I select four Montana case studies for my 
dissertation and review the secondary literature concerning them.  The case studies are BEPA, 
BIHO, LIBI, and ROBA.  These are good comparable candidates for three reasons.  Reason One:  
the battles are historically related.  Reason Two:  to have reliable measurements, I control the 
battlefield variables for current landownership and focus on on-site interpretation and 
management on the public portions of each battlefield.  Reason Three:  the enabling legislation 
for each battlefield shows the primary purpose of each place to preserve, conserve, and interpret 
the historic battles.  These four case studies offer both synchronic and diachronic examination of 
sacred landscapes with long histories and continuations of on-site interpretation and land 
management practices, pilgrimages, and official commemorations.   
 An ethnographic and historical approach to obtain more in-depth information on peoples’ 
place-based cultural heritage and historical knowledge is the best means to compare and observe 
any trends or behaviors at the case studies.  Similar approaches have been used by other 
archaeologists (e.g., Alcock 2008; Van Dyke 2008).  I have two hypotheses to test the 
relationship between the four battlefields; on-site battlefield interpretation and management; and 
place-based cultural heritages and historical knowledge of park visitors and personnel.  The 
following are the two hypotheses and their respective alternative hypotheses: 
 
Null Hypothesis One:  The four American Indian battlefields are often described 
as sacred landscapes, or hallowed grounds, because of their importance in 
American history as stated in each place’s enabling legislation as a public park; 
and therefore, the greater majority of battlefield visitors and personnel would 
perceive these places as nationally significant as opposed to having other heritage 
values, including cultural, geographical, historical, military, other, personal, and 
spiritual. 
 
Alternative Hypothesis One:  The four American Indian battlefields are often 
described as sacred landscapes, or hallowed grounds, because of their importance 
in American history as stated in each place’s enabling legislation as a public park; 
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and therefore, the greater majority of battlefield visitors and personnel would 
NOT perceive these places as nationally significant as opposed to having other 
heritage values, including cultural, geographical, historical, military, other, 
personal, and spiritual. 
 
Null Hypothesis Two:  Park visitors who plan to attend or participate in an official 
on-site commemoration of one, or more, of the four American Indian battlefields 
would have stronger connections to the place due to cultural heritage or historical 
knowledge than an average visitor. 
 
Alternative Hypothesis Two:  Park visitors who plan to attend or participate in an 
official on-site commemoration of one, or more, of the four American Indian 
battlefields would NOT have stronger connections to the place due to cultural 
heritage or historical knowledge than an average visitor. 
 
To test the two hypotheses, I have four data sources:  1,056 questionnaires administered to park 
visitors; 32 semi-structured interviews with park personnel; participant observations at the case 
studies; and historical research of the battlefields.  Chapter 5 elaborates on these data sources.  
The first hypothesis uses all four of the data sources, and the second hypothesis employs only the 
questionnaires. 
 Chapter 6 provides the findings of the two hypotheses.  Overall, for the first hypothesis, 
both the greater majority of park visitors and personnel perceive the battlefields as nationally 
significant.  Each group, however, also express strongly the cultural and historical significance of 
the battle (i.e., the visitors), and the geographical and personal importance (i.e., the personnel).  
Meanwhile, the participant observations, which looks at official commemoration programs, finds 
not only participants voice the national importance of the sites but also a type of place-based 
conflict cultural heritage.  Historical research into the battlefields’ current official names and 
recent land management show a contextual factor in the results from the other three data sources.  
The second hypothesis concludes that park visitors during anniversary days making a pilgrimage 
to the battlefields for commemoration programs are more likely than average visitors to have 
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stronger connections to the sacred landscapes.  Although park visitors and personnel express 
varied cultural heritages and historical knowledge, I conclude that two overarching beliefs exist 
at all of these battlefields:  the battlefields are nationally important and attending 
commemoration programs are very meaningful for both park visitors and personnel.      
 The findings of the hypotheses contribute to the anthropological literature (particularly in 
public archaeology) on the ways people, past and present, create place-based narratives at 
cultural landscapes.  Both visitors and personnel use a combination of material evidence, 
including archaeological data, historical records, and oral accounts, as a credible basis for place-
based narratives at cultural landscapes to reinforce certain social beliefs and values about the 
past.  This dissertation leads to further investigations.  Why is a specific place integral for certain 
social memories and emotional responses?  What behaviors do people practice to commemorate 
the past?  When and how much do people incorporate material evidence as a credible basis to 
remember the past?  How does an interpreted cultural landscape influence peoples’ social 
memories?  What power does peoples’ cultural heritage and historical knowledge have on 
present and future interpreted cultural landscapes?  As the dissertation shows, interpreted 
material evidence at cultural landscapes can have broad social impacts in the study and 
preservation of heritage sites. 
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Chapter Two:  Using Memory Archaeology to Observe the Interrelationship between 
Place-based Cultural Heritage, Social Memories, and Sacredness of Battlefields 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 2.1. Big Hole National Battlefield during the summer of 2010 (Keremedjiev 
2010). 
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Using a memory archaeology paradigm, in what ways are sacred landscapes created and 
maintained by people, and how does this perception of a place affect people‟s social roles?  
Although these places usually have an ideological connotation, sacred landscapes are perceived 
as socially extraordinary when compared with other places (Maddock 1996:496).  I will 
elaborate on the term “sacred” later in this chapter, but I will retain the use of general definitions 
of “sacred,” because a goal of this study is to engage the average battlefield visitor and 
interpreter, who would not be familiar with academic terms.   
One proposed answer for how people create a sacred landscape is through their place-
based narratives.  Place-based narratives are types of social expressions for a person‟s social 
memory or cultural heritage (e.g., Bender 2002; Blight 2001; Linstroth 2002; Shackel 2001).  
The focus here is narratives based on archaeological data, historical records, and oral accounts, 
but these narratives can derive from a person‟s imagination or real events they have experienced 
(Tuan 1977).  The specific interest here is the ways archaeological data, historical records, and 
oral accounts are used as credible foundations for the interpretation, preservation, and 
commemoration of the historic battlefields. 
It is routine for managers, interpreters, and visitors of heritage sites to use 
archaeological data, historical records, and oral accounts as credible means to justify the varied 
preservation, interpretation, and commemoration practices (e.g. Archibald 2002; Smith 2006). 
Archaeological and other primary sources are physical and intellectual links for heritage site 
managers, interpreters, and visitors to use as foundations for understanding and emotionally 
connecting with historic events, especially at battlefields.  These tangible and intangible 
sources are considered by most contemporary societies as reliable foundations for 
understanding the past and for maintaining personal memories and cultural heritages.  The 
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credibility of primary sources is often important for place-based narratives at sacred landscapes 
where special rituals often occur.  Without credibility a story loses its persuasion.  By having 
interpreters use tangible and intangible historical links, the audience is more likely to believe 
the truth behind the stories and accept the stories‟ messages. 
Place-based narratives have origins from archaeological, historical, and oral accounts, but 
these accounts undergo selective cultural filters.  Whether personal or public accounts, place-
based narratives of a heritage site do not just appear; people choose which ones to remember and 
preserve. But, at the same time, the requirement of credibility means that place-based narratives 
remains connected to data sources. It is oral traditions, historic documents, and archaeological 
resources that are the dynamic links to the past that often provide the support for legitimizing a 
place-based narrative (e.g. Archibald 2002). 
Tangible objects, such as artifacts, documents, features, and places, are an easier means 
for creating and maintaining cultural heritages and social memories (Smith 2006:30).  Cultural 
landscapes can be interpreted as a symbolic legacy or narrative of “information from one 
generation to another” about an event or person (Rowntree and Conkey 1980:461).  It is easier to 
have a material reference to help control ideas of heritage because memories and identities often 
change over time.  Yet, even while providing relative stability and bringing meaning to current 
lives, people nevertheless can modify mentally and physically a cultural landscape.  Ironically, 
land management policies of the four Montanan case studies, which try to maintain 1870s 
historic landscapes, create the perception of stability for people, but the landscapes change over 
time due to natural and human-made events.  The formation and continual modification of 
cultural heritages, social memories, and cultural landscapes are connected in remembering and 
shaping stories from the past for the present.   
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This chapter has four main parts that explore the interrelationships between cultural 
landscape, memory archaeology, social memories, and cultural heritage are interrelated.  Section 
One provides a brief literature review on cultural landscape, landscape archaeology, sacred 
landscape, and cultural heritage.   Cultural landscape is a pivotal paradigm here, one that has 
many layers of how people relate to a place.  Before showing how placed-based memories and 
cultural heritages intertwine with a landscape, this section provides a brief overview on the 
concepts of cultural landscape, landscape archaeology, sacred landscape, and cultural heritage.  
Section Two looks at memory archaeology as an approach that reveals the ways people interact 
with their own cultural heritage and social memories at a place.  Section Three focuses on how 
cultural landscapes are stages for pilgrimages and on-site commemorations, which are specific 
types of place-based practices.   These performance rituals not only contribute to the perception 
of a sacred landscape but also can affect participants and witnesses‟ place-based cultural 
heritages and social memories.  Illustrated by several case studies, Section Four looks at how 
people‟s place-based social memories, cultural heritages, and on-site rituals reinforce their 
perceptions of why battlefields are types of sacred landscape.   
 
Place-Making Identities: Cultural Landscapes and Cultural Heritage 
Cultural landscape is a complex, multi-layered concept that anthropologists have 
investigated and argued various ways.   For this work, cultural landscape is a large physical 
location that has a symbolic presence of humans‟ understanding of life.  Cultural landscape is 
both an object of and a vehicle for conveying peoples‟ perceptions.  People‟s perceptions and the 
cultural landscape are continually negotiated.  It is also a way for researchers to access “social 
worlds of the past” created through spatial manipulation (Schein 2006:5).  Landscapes function 
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as “normalizing and naturalizing social and cultural practices” (Schein 2006:13).  For example, 
during the Nez Perce commemoration at the Nez Perce National Historic Park- Big Hole 
National Battlefield (BIHO) in 2010 the main event occurred at the location of the Nez Perce 
Indian Memorial (Images 2.1, 6.1, and 6.2).  While certain ceremonies were traditional in terms 
of who participated, other ceremonies had some non-tribal members involved.  This illustrates 
how a cultural group can maintain certain key traditional practices while at the same time 
integrating with other cultural groups in other rituals.  This group of non-treaty Nez Perce 
descendants is remembering the past while sharing it with others at that historic landscape.   
To explore these concepts further, it is necessary to look at how different disciplines have 
developed these ideas within somewhat different frameworks.  This section summarizes cultural 
landscape from the perspectives of cultural geography, sociology, anthropology, and 
archaeology. 
Cultural geographers and sociologists have greatly influenced the development of the 
concept of cultural landscape in the twentieth century.  Early cultural geographers looked at the 
“visible, material landscape and the study of form and space” (Yamin and Metheny 1996:xv).  
Among these individuals included geographers Otto Schluter, Carl O. Sauer, J.B. Jackson, and 
W.G. Hoskins.  During the last half of the twentieth century, cultural landscape approaches 
increasingly incorporated postprocessual approaches, including gender, Marxist, and structuralist 
approaches.  In particular, many focused on the hermeneutics of a landscape, how peoples‟ 
identities interacted with spatial dimensions (Bender 1996:324).  For example, Bourdieu 
(1990:78,146) looked at gender relations of space as expressed forms of sexual oppositions.  
Anthony Giddens focused on how space and time interact with people‟s movements.  He argued 
that “social development characteristically involves spatial as well as temporal movement” 
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(Giddens 1979:206).  Further, human behaviors are place-based activities because certain 
behaviors occur at designated places and times.  The repetition of these activities leads to the 
establishment of enduring social frameworks.  Another important contributor was Erving 
Goffman (1971), who analyzed the different definitions of public and private spaces.  For 
example, he looked at the “public order” of face-to-face interactions in different social settings, 
finding connections between social relationships and public life that maintain a social structure 
(Goffman 1971:x). 
Recent cultural geographers who have helped develop a geographical perspective include 
Yi-Fu Tuan (e.g., 1977), Denis E. Cosgrove, David Ley, and Donald W. Meinig.  Looking at 
sixteenth-century Venetian landscape paintings, Cosgrove (1988:254) argued that the 
transformation of land under the control of the Venetians was also geometrically symbolic of 
how the people asserted their dominance in the area.  Geometry of terraferma symbolized 
people‟s harmony with life.  Ley examined the post-industrial gentrification of some major 
Canadian cities showing that today is a period of “rebuilding and redefining the economic and 
social geography of the city” (1996:vii).  Known for his The Shaping of America volume series, 
Meinig (1986:xv) believed that history and geography are interrelated, and he looked at the 
history of the United States as the “human creation of places and of networks of relations among 
them.”   
Within anthropology, the concept of cultural landscape has developed under different 
paradigms over the decades.  Among the earliest approaches are cultural ecology and ecological 
anthropology.  First developed by Julian Steward, an American ethnologist, cultural ecologists 
argue that the environment is a significant influence in the development of a society.  For 
example, as Trigger (2006:389) writes, Steward and F.M. Setzler advocated that both 
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ethnologists and archaeologists can observe how changing human behavior is related to 
ecological conditions.  Ecological anthropologists also look at the interrelationships between the 
environment and people, but with a systems theoretical framework.  One proponent of this 
approach is Roy Rappaport.  Human ecology cannot be reduced to “essences or imperatives” but 
rather be understood with interconnected data.  Looking at cultural practices of the Maring 
people, Rappaport (1968) argued that rituals function to maintain a structure, which is based on 
the environment and resource management.  Rappaport opened the door away from strictly 
functionalists, environmental studies in anthropology when he noted that there two models of 
environment for anthropologists to examine: the operational (empirical observations of an 
anthropologist) and the cognized (how people perceive) (Trigger 2006). 
Cultural landscape studies have been important not only for anthropological but also for 
archaeological research.  Archaeological sites are not isolated phenomena.  Grahame Clark, an 
early functionalist, believed that archaeologists should reconstruct the context of different 
systems (e.g., economic, political, social) to explain how “different aspects of culture related to 
one another as parts of functioning systems” (Trigger 2006:354).  Looking at it on a smaller 
scale, Clark (1953 [1939]:175) argued that each culture is part of the physical world, 
harmonizing the resources (i.e., the biomes and habitat) for “social needs and aspirations.”  
Although influenced at first by Steward, Gordon Willey (1953), beginning with his seminal 
settlement-pattern project in Viru Valley, Peru, argued that other factors besides ecological ones 
impacted how past peoples adapted (Trigger 2006:376).  Many archaeologists today incorporate 
the cultural landscape into their studies (e.g., Anschuetz 2001; Ballard 2004; Deetz 1990; 
Hardesty 2003).  Landscape has become a bedrock concept in archaeology; as the historical 
archaeologist Deetz observed (1990:2), “It is easy to imagine a place on earth without houses but 
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not one without a landscape, cultural or natural.”  Even the National Park Service has 
incorporated the different anthropological concepts of cultural landscape into its policies, 
especially when considering properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (e.g., 
Little et al. 2000). 
As a type of cultural landscape approach, landscape archaeology shows historically how 
people modified their environment for natural and cultural resources.  King (1996:249) observes 
two main tenets of this approach.  First, an interrelationship exists between the natural landscape 
and people.  Second, landscapes change over time both physically and symbolically.  For 
example, a diachronic study of an Annapolis property owned by the Congregatio Sanctissimi 
Redemptoris shows the changing meanings, identities, symbolisms, and power relations that 
formed the land (Kryder-Reid 1996:246).   
According to Trigger (2006:473), many concepts of present-day landscape archaeology, 
particularly postprocessual and phemonological approaches, derive from Ian Hodder‟s work in 
1984.  Analyzing megalithics and long-houses of the 5
th
 and 4
th
 millennia B.C. in Western and 
Eastern Europe, Hodder (1984:43) argued that burial rituals and ideologies were related to the 
availability of inherited claims of productive and reproductive resources.  The more scarce the 
land or resources became, the greater the emphasis past peoples placed on lineage control of 
those resources through non-domestic spaces, like tombs.  Thus, unlike an earlier generation of 
archaeologists who stressed ecological and economic resources on a landscape, Hodder turned 
archaeological attention on the symbolic resources that a landscape holds for people. 
Like any approach, landscape archaeology has some weaknesses, especially the post-
processual approach when applied to prehistoric sites.  Ironically, Fleming (2006) believes that 
this approach is more problematic than what post-processuals have claimed about conventional 
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landscape archaeological approaches.  Although archaeologists cannot get into the mindsets of 
past peoples and archaeologists‟ interpretations are influenced by present-day situations, post-
processual landscape archaeology can lead to “half-truths as holy writ can only be imagined” 
when practiced in the field (Fleming 2006:279).  Fleming believes that the weaknesses of post-
processual landscape archaeology result from researchers going beyond the evidence and making 
rhetorical statements or uncritical beliefs without “sustained arguments.”  Trigger (2006:473-
476) also offers two critiques on landscape archaeology.  First, this approach needs to address 
more closely the detailed socio-political and economic behaviors of people that archaeologists 
infer from the record.  Second, historical archaeologists cannot apply their findings of “cultural 
idiosyncracies” to prehistoric sites, which only provide “cross-cultural generalities” (Trigger 
2006:476).  While I agree that a landscape archaeological study must more closely consider 
socio-political and economic behaviors, I am more optimistic than Trigger about finding 
meaning in ancient landscapes.  It may also be possible to observe some general cultural 
behaviors when comparing similar types of sites that are close in space and time that are useful 
to understanding prehistoric patterns.  The behaviors that I am interested in are the ways past and 
current peoples perform special rituals to designate a cultural landscape as sacred.  Research into 
this topic in historic and modern settings, as conducted in this study, has the potential to test 
these general ritualistic behaviors that may offer some insights to both historic and prehistoric 
archaeologists.  For now, however, critiques of post-processual landscape archaeology 
approaches suggest that they need more reliable middle-range theory developed through 
applications at historic sites before implementing them at prehistoric places. 
The cultural landscape perceptions that anthropologists have focused on can be 
categorized in many ways.  Of these categories, this chapter looks at five dimensions:  temporal 
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perceptions; differences between place and space; sacred verses profane places; the symbolic 
component of a cultural landscape; and the social practices and related meanings associated with 
a place.  These dimensions are emphasized because these are relevant for the battlefield case 
studies. The four case studies have similar 1870s landscape management and interpretation 
practices; they are seen more as places than spaces; all are considered types of sacred landscapes; 
within each battlefield are special place-based symbols related to the past; and there are special 
on-site interpretation and performance practices to remember the historic battles.  
The first dimension is that a cultural landscape has unusual perceptions of time associated 
with the place.  A cultural landscape has a temporal component.  Landscapes are “spatial 
temporalities” of an ongoing process of meanings and understandings being shaped and reshaped 
by people (Bender 2002:103-104).  Based on the specific landscape, time is relative.  Time can 
be seen from a geological standpoint (i.e., a linear chronology of deep time).  Time can also have 
a cylindrical component, such as seasonality.  Bender clarifies that although time and landscape 
are subjective, this does not mean a plethora of cultural relativity for people, but rather 
individuals usually focus on certain particular historical interactions between time and the 
landscape. 
A strange phenomenon occurs with cultural landscapes and time:  They become 
crystallized entities that are temporarily separated from their immediate physical surroundings.  
Tilley (1994:24) argues that this occurs because of “the production and recognition of meanings 
in particular places and through events that have taken place.”  Landscape, in fact, implies the 
idea of separation in time and space (Williams 1973:120).  Temporally, a person looks upon the 
cultural landscape as a frozen time capsule of a particular moment or expression of an idea.  This 
action thereby separates the focused landscape from other landscapes.  For example, a person 
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may revisit an old baseball field.  The area may no longer resemble what is looked like two 
decades ago, but the person feels and thinks about the place-based childhood memories of 
playing catching with his father.  Meanwhile, the surrounding modern buildings and roads 
become temporary boundaries of this spatial-temporal experience for that person.  Over time a 
landscape becomes complex in meaning because of different memories and histories of social 
significance (Pred 1990:14).  Even though battlefields commemorate very short term events 
compared with many other kinds of cultural landscapes, this complexity is evident at all the 
selected case-study battlefields.  Management of all these sites includes preserving and 
protecting 1870s cultural landscapes, and providing interpretation of what happened during and 
after the historic battles.  In addition to this official preservation, different cultural groups 
connected to a battlefield likely have varied ways of overlapping a space with the past, present, 
and future. 
The second dimension is that a cultural landscape is both a space and place.  Space is a 
physical entity that has geographical properties; place is a cultural attachment to a space.  Spaces 
are recognized through the sensory interactions, directly or indirectly, with humans.  It is a 
“natural science concept, the physical setting within which everything occurs” (Preucel and 
Meskell 2007:215).  Although people have different ways of perceiving and defining a space, 
they all measure it (Tuan 1977:34).   
Conceptually, places are socially complex and fluid, but generally begins with labeling a 
space.  Although a space physically exists, the place labels give a “geometric personality” to the 
location (Tuan 1977:17).  Tuan believes that these geometric personalities are people‟s 
harmonizing ways to deal with life‟s contradictions or opposites.  For example, the polarities of 
land/water, mountain/valley, north/south, and center/periphery (Tuan 1977:17).  Places can have 
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a “regional character” (Thomas 1996:89) that are shaped by their name.  For example, near Great 
Falls, Montana, is a massive sandstone cliff.  Recently, this area had a name change, from Ulm 
Pishkun State Park to the First Peoples Buffalo Jump State Park.  This action will more likely 
cause park visitors to think of this natural land feature as primarily a bison kill site for prehistoric 
peoples rather than as a special geological formation in the area.   
The process of labeling a blank environment becomes a mnemonic device for people to 
interpret the space and help transform it into a place (Tilley 1994:18).  Over time, an individual 
will accumulate more memories and meanings of a place (Tuan 1977:33).  Interestingly, people 
may have topophilia or topophobia for a place because of certain meanings for them (Tilley 
1994:15).  As Relph (1993:31) notes, a place has a “specific landscape, a set of social activities, 
and webs of meanings and rituals, all inseparably intertwined.”  Place is the social outcome of 
putting value on a space (Preucel and Meskell 2007:215).  Places have a sense of attachment for 
people.  If these are stable environments, socially and physically, then it is easier for individual 
or collective identities to be established (Tilley 1994:18).  A place becomes a labeled object.   
The third dimension is that people perceive a cultural landscape as either sacred or 
profane.  Although people may see a cultural landscape as sacred, sacredness itself is not limited 
to a narrow religious meaning.  In fact, although profanity and sacredness are antonyms, the 
criteria for each term differs greatly from society to society (Maddock 1996:496).  For this 
dissertation, sacredness is seen as something that is set apart from the ordinary (or profane) for 
special reverence or veneration (Merriam-Webster Dictionary 2004:637; Collins English 
Dictionary 2009).
1
  Sacredness is based on religious, ethnic, nationalistic, personal, and/or other 
social values (e.g., Bodnar 1992; King 2003).  Table 3.1 has examples of keywords and phrases 
                                                 
1
 The adjective sacred not only has the meaning of “set apart for the service or worship of a deity” but also “worthy 
of veneration or reverence” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary 2004:637).  It also means “worthy of or regarded with 
reverence, awe, or respect” and “dedicated to; in honor of” (Collins English Dictionary 2009).   
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people use when describing the sacredness of a landscape (e.g., extraordinary, hallowed, 
landmark, significant).  Sacredness may be associated with a divine entity, but it may also be 
associated with a non-spiritual belief that is worthy of veneration because it incorporates 
essential social values (e.g., a governmental constitution).  Sacredness also contains the meaning 
of being uncontaminated.  Looking at pollution and taboo behaviors, Douglas (1966:4) observed 
that purity and impurity rituals impose a sense of social order in an “inherently untidy 
experience” of life.  In particular, the purity rituals not only influence people to act out certain 
social behaviors but these acts also protect people from dangers by transgressors.   
Sacred landscape then is a type of cultural landscape, which can range from church 
properties to battlefield sites and beyond.  Special rituals are often associated with these kinds of 
cultural landscapes.  Although these may be performed at other locations, these practices have a 
greater cultural significance at the designated places.  Even the ritual of avoiding a cultural 
landscape can reinforce that place‟s sacredness.  The rituals themselves are representations of 
how things “ought to be” (Chidester and Linenthal 1995:9).  The symbols then provide a 
“framework for experience through which we learn who or what we are in society” (Harvey 
1989:52-53), or, more broadly, these places “focus crucial questions about what it means to be a 
human being in a meaningful world” (Chidester and Linenthal 1995:12).  In the United States, 
there are areas that have become:  
Both localized and nationalized, specially revered or „hallowed‟ sites have long 
been fundamental elements of a powerfully sustaining worldview in American 
self-understanding (Sherrill 1995:313). 
 
These places include the White House, Independence Hall, Jamestown, Mount Vernon, Pearl 
Harbor, and Ground Zero in New York City.  Regardless of the type of sacred landscape, there is 
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always a requirement of “control over purity” (Chidester and Linenthal 1995:10).  Sacred places 
are contested areas, arenas for contests over who decides the profane from the sanctified.   
Given the framework developed above, it is not contradictory that sacred sites can be 
secular places.  Secularism has many definitions, but overall it means a separation from a 
religion.  According to Merriam-Webster, Inc. (2007:725), secularism is an “indifference to or 
exclusion of religion.”  The term does not mean hostility against a theology but rather a religious 
group does not oversee or control non-spiritual beliefs or rituals.  Even secular sites can have 
sacred practices to emphasize their particular status within a social setting.  For example, at 
Arlington National Cemetery members of the United States Army Third Infantry guard the Tomb 
of the Unknown Soldier in a daily, ceremonial ritual, a practice that has lasted since 1948.  Here 
soldiers “dutifully pace 21 steps across a black mat on the west face of the Tomb” (Sterner 
2011).  In the United States, occasionally fierce debates occur on the appropriateness of religious 
sayings and objects in public domains because of the separation of church and state.  In such a 
world, ritual is often recast in secular, but nonetheless sacred, terms.   
The fourth dimension is that a cultural landscape has a symbolic presence.  A cultural 
landscape is a physical place with social significance of a concept, person, or event.  A symbol 
has a tangible component that helps regulate the meaning that is conveys.  Cosgrove and Daniels 
(1988:1) argue that a landscape is a “cultural image, a pictorial way of representing, structuring 
or symbolizing surroundings.” Whether an object or a landscape, symbols having changing 
social values that reflect and maintain “cultural congruence” (Rowntree and Conkey 1980:461).  
Regardless of the type of landscape, its existence often takes on multiple symbolic meanings 
(Beaudry 1996:5).  A cultural landscape is subjected to layers of significance, meanings that are 
“created, reproduced and transformed” (Tilley 1994:25).  In one area, for example, there will be 
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“power networks of “state, culture, and economy” that create symbolized structures that “almost 
never coincide” with each other (Mann 1986:2).  Yet, symbolized and actual structures of a state, 
culture, and economy can coincide together.  For example, Washington D.C. is the political 
capital and a focal area to broadcast any major political and rallies.  Wall Street is emblematic of 
Western capitalization but it also is part of New York City‟s financial district.  There is an active 
involvement of making a certain place meaningfully different from other places, but the location 
still is part of current situations, whether in politics, economics, or social issues.   
The fifth dimension is that the power of place goes beyond abstract values and concepts 
and must consider how people interact with a cultural landscape.   Describing traditional cultural 
properties, King (2003:100) lists five attributes that bring value to a place for a community: 
practice, stories, remembrances, spiritual power, and therapeutic quality.  A location needs at 
least one of these traits to have social significance, but people have to engage with the cultural 
landscape to maintain that socially imposed value.   
Because peoples‟ identities shape, and are shaped, by the cultural landscape, it is 
important to discuss how different cultural heritages are formed and how people‟s social 
memories impact the interpretation of cultural landscapes as these undergo place-making 
processes.  As Basso (1996:6) notes, “Place-making is a way of constructing history itself, of 
inventing it, of fashioning novel versions of „what happened here.‟”  Cultural heritage is a 
complex process that involves selective means of remembering or forgetting the past.  For 
example, Linstroth (2002) observes how a 400-year-old tradition of a military parade in a 
Spanish village acquired different meanings through time, including religious and secular 
viewpoints.  A filtering process of information and the performance rituals that take shape are 
both important components in creating and maintaining a place-based cultural heritage. 
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Although people use and comprehend the phrase cultural heritage, many definitions exist 
for this concept.  For this study, cultural heritage is a social process that a group of united 
individuals create for an identity based on a historic event, belief, or practice (e.g., Smith 
2006:307).  This process may include interactions with other people and more generally 
reactions to a variety of social and environmental phenomena, leading to a crystallizing of 
cultural heritage over time (e.g., Brown 2003:60).  Cultural heritage is practices derived from 
social discourse that highlights something of significance to united individuals— whether or not 
they share all cultural practices—and is conveyed across time and groups.  The four battlefield 
case studies reveal one type of cultural heritage.  This heritage unites different groups of people 
for brief periods of time at a historic landscape.  These descendants and non-descendants 
commemorate American history at the battlefields.   
A crucial component of place-based cultural heritages is an abstraction relying on 
tangible objects (e.g., artifacts, features, land) to validate the existence of cultural heritage values 
and help with the maintenance (Smith 2006:30).  Cultural landscapes can be viewed as a 
symbolic legacy or narrative of “information from one generation to another” about an event or 
person (Rowntree and Conkey 1980:461).  Because identity is changing as people go through 
different life stages and experiences, it is easier to have a material reference that appears 
relatively stable on the scale of a human lifetime to control and modify ideas of what is heritage.   
Nevertheless, identity changes over time, and what is preserved is actually malleable.  
The re-certification of social structures comes from current priorities.  For example, when 
tourists visit places, argues Smith (2006:235):  
Legitimacy is not necessarily gained through the in situ authenticity of the 
material culture, or the authenticity of its dirtiness, but in its ability to invoke and 
signify and connect with people‟s wider social experiences and knowledge. 
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Whether intentionally or not, people alter the “social and spatial structures” of history and/or 
cultural landscapes for future generations (Pred 1990:10).  Therefore, significance is based on 
interactions with historical knowledge and current beliefs for future relevance.  For example, in a 
1964 White House paper brief on the theory of counterinsurgency for the Army Chief of Staff, 
the unidentified authors commented how 
A country, viewed as a social system, is made up of many different and inter-
different groups of people in pursuit of various goals.  When groups fail to 
function so as to provide for the needs of the people that make up these groups, 
there is a tendency for them to break down and for their symbols to change 
meaning or lose value (Lucas 2009:57). 
 
In the end, heritage is a form of intangibility that requires tangibility for long-term survival 
(Smith 2006).  It cannot survive non-hereditable transmission without tangible materials, such as 
artifacts, features, and landscapes, to anchor it.  People impose ideas upon materials, and 
identities emerge as negotiations of contemporary contexts, including interpreting the past, 
present, and future.  Social identity therefore comes from symbolic constructions based on 
tangible references.   
While bringing meaning to their current lives, people modify mentally and physically a 
cultural landscape.  At any given time, cultural heritage involves evolving historical 
interpretations of an idea, person, or event because of current circumstances.  Historical 
interpretations are “changed or corrected when necessary or left untouched if it can be 
incorporated into a person‟s present self-image” (Cattell 2002:15).  Although he discusses 
altering and silencing historical narratives, the process that Trouillot (1995:26) describes can be 
applied to how the past is generated in a wider context: 
Silences enter the process of historical production at four crucial moments: the 
moment of fact creation (the making of sources), the moment of fact assembly 
(the making of archives); the moment of fact retrieval (the making of narratives); 
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and the moment of retrospective significance (the making of history in the final 
instance).   
 
An interesting cultural heritage relationship exists between what happened then and how it is 
remembered now.  Each narrative has a focus that is selective.  This narrative can range from a 
precise historical account to a myth.  For example, Shackel (2001:655) lists three selective 
processes behind the creation of a public memory that uses a combination of archaeology, 
landscapes, and on-site interpretation practices at American Civil War sites, specifically 
Heyward Shephard Memorial, Manassas National Battlefield Park, and Robert Gould Shaw 
Memorial.  These selective processes for understanding the Civil War are excluding or forgetting 
an alternative past; “creating and reinforcing patriotism;” and using place-based stories as 
nostalgic narratives to legitimize a “particular heritage.”  Place-based stories at heritage sites 
provide opportunities for not only understanding the past but also retelling the narratives as tales 
or morals.  Stories can “captivate and communicate, educate, and inspire” (Gibb 2000:5).  Little 
(2000:11) argues that “storytelling is a path to better understand the human condition, as is 
archaeological analysis (and poetry, sculpture, etc.).” 
The retention of information is based on its contemporary relevance within a culture.  
The cultural heritage process places value upon something that defines an aspect of a culture.  It 
is a process of what should be passed on.  Yet, to what extent does it show, reflect, and create the 
identity of a culture?  The accuracy of memories and histories seem less important than the 
meaningfulness and usefulness of them to today‟s people as a means to connect with the past 
(Cattell 2002:27).  An unbroken connection with the past bolsters one‟s identity, regardless of 
reliable facts.  As Wallace (1996:176) observes about the persistence of certain information, 
“Myths can‟t be refuted by facts.”  For example, looking at the Enola Gay Smithsonian exhibit 
for the fiftieth anniversary of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Wallace notes 
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how Newt Gingrich, then U.S. Speaker of the House, invoked certain American myths as forms 
of “moral fables… the point of studying the past was not to discover how things changed but to 
ransack it for role models” (Wallace 1996:178). 
More broadly, the “meta-narrative” of American history (i.e., the idealized version of the 
Founding Fathers and subsequent events that supported the progression of the nation) can be at 
odds with “historical accidents” that undermine the story (Young 1996:200).  Such “aberrations” 
are often ignored or placed into obscure historical footnotes.  During and after the Vietnam War, 
however, there was a sudden feeling of “losing a war and returning home without heroization, 
mythlogization” (Ronell 1994:296).  Patriotic orthodoxy was being actively challenged.  Still, 
the pendulum will swing back and forth depending on who has long-term power and what public 
narratives are being told and for whom.   
Interpretive problems and controversies can arise when disinformation becomes more 
acceptable and authentic than historical facts about past peoples and events.  Despite signage and 
talks by park rangers about the individual markers placed all over the Little Bighorn Battlefield 
National Monument (LIBI) that indicate where men had fallen, many visitors still maintain the 
idea that these red granite and white marble stones are graves.  In addition, many of these stones 
were placed inaccurately on the battlefield.  Although “myths flourish in the absence of precise 
knowledge,” they can still persist when historical facts become known (Tuan 1977:85).  One 
explanation is that historical facts can undermine a popular moral tale.  As Maxwell Scott said to 
Ransom Stoddard in The Man Who Shot Liberty Valance (Paramount Pictures 1962), “When the 
legend becomes fact, print the legend.”  One tangible consequence of these myth constructions is 
the interpreted landscape, which can become a “mythical space” for these memories (Tuan 
1977:99).   
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Another aspect of cultural heritage is people‟s sense of ownership over what symbolically 
represents the authentic nature of that cultural heritage.  The ownership begins by how 
individuals and collectives actively support or modify what is worth preserving.  Within the 
context of the present, heritage, which has the appearance of being about the past, is formed.  
Yet, the present has ownership over the past.  Although cultures are fluid, people often perceive 
cultural heritage as a fixed social and temporally separated phenomenon.  People within a culture 
select what is “authentic” and can turn it into a commodity.
2
  For instance, different landowners 
and stakeholders of an historic landscape can disagree about what is an authentic interpretation to 
remember individuals of a historic event.  During the on-site commemoration of the Battle of 
Bear Paw in 2010, for example, some descendants of non-treaty Nez Perce did not participate in 
the pipe ceremony because they felt that non-tribal and certain tribal men in that circle made the 
ceremony inappropriate and no longer sacred.      
Place-based narratives of heritage sites have many forms of expression, but two of these 
contribute significantly to peoples‟ perceptions of an extraordinary landscape: on-site 
interpretation practices and commemorations.  On-site interpretation practices show what and 
where in a cultural landscape is significant for remembering (e.g., Bodnar 1992).  On-site 
commemorations are special kinds of social behaviors that reinforce, and sometimes create 
certain cultural heritages and memories associated with a specific cultural landscape.  
Commemorations provide on-site interactions with a cultural landscape.  These physical actions 
make the intended cultural landscape a focal place for generating new cultural identities and 
remembrances.  By looking at contemporary on-site interpretation methods and commemorations 
in relation to a specific cultural landscape, even areas within the landscape, archaeologists can 
                                                 
2
 Once you create a cultural commodity, it becomes property, which may be subject to ownership and even 
copyright laws (Brown 2003).   
   
29 
 
have a better understanding of the complex, inter-relational dynamics between people and their 
environment.   
 
Memory Archaeology and Understanding Place-Based Social Memories 
 Although archaeologists have recognized the importance of cultural landscape studies in 
understanding the archaeological record for some time, there needs to be more research into how 
different people have used terrains for their social memories.  Memory archaeology provides two 
interesting insights into how people interact with a landscape.  First, it shows a living legacy of 
how past peoples remembered their own or others‟ cultural heritage.  Second, it looks at how a 
place is a mnemonic device for personal memories.  What happens when a socially significant 
place is a location for intersecting and overlapping cultural heritages of groups and individuals‟ 
personal memories?  This section looks at memory archaeology and how it relates to place-based 
social memories.  
Memory archaeology is an offshoot of landscape archaeology (Trigger 2006:473), which 
underscores the cross-cultural importance of landscapes, and will likely provide broader 
perspectives on place and cultural practices.  Archaeologists, like Susan E. Alcock (2002), Ruth 
M. Van Dyke (2008), and Howard M. R. Williams (2006), have done studies applying this 
perspective, which looks at how past peoples remembered their histories with artifacts and the 
landscape.  Using ethnographic and archaeological data, Van Dyke (2008) looks at the 
interrelationship between meaning, memory, and the architecture at Chaco Canyon.  Alcock 
(2002:2) believes that peoples‟ social memories have a “material framework” in the form of 
monuments and designated places for a “range of commemorative practices.”  The challenge, of 
course, is finding past memories of people who lived a long time ago with no associated rituals 
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of commemoration or remembrance currently practiced.  The other main problem studying 
memory in the prehistoric past is that it is a “process rather than a fixed entity,” which is 
expressed through different media (Williams 2006:2).   
Identities can be place-based, whether these locations are imaginary or real.  This 
dissertation focuses on actual locations and events in the past.
3
  Places are tangible links to 
“bygone events and experiences” (Archibald 2002:73).  Without tangible remnants, the location 
and its history may be forgotten.  The stories and associations of a place can be lost “when 
buildings or other landmarks are demolished” (Cattell 2002:21).  Material remains are confirmed 
links of the past.  When a place is no longer physically accessible, its past becomes less 
meaningful or harder to connect (Archibald 2002:80).  The analyses and examples above provide 
the basis to suggest that people need a place to feel connected with the past, and this is readily 
observed in everyday experiences.  For example, let us say that an old high school was 
demolished because of safety issues.  Future high school reunions cannot take place at the 
original location.  Instead, people have to meet at another location in proximity (perhaps within 
the city limits) to engage their past collective memories.  Their interactions would have been 
more meaningful (and “concrete” when visiting the building itself) if the high school still 
existed.  If the high school still existed, participants of future reunions would have an easier time 
reliving their past social roles and even form new memories and associations with their high 
school.  This is an example of practicing a pilgrimage to commemorate past social roles and 
memories that have relevance in contemporary lives.   
Cultural landscapes are mnemonic devices for identity.  People may use a place to thread 
their personal experiences, thereby making their memories “localized” (Thomas 1996:89).  Joyce 
                                                 
3
 Imaginary or legendary places can also be powerful anchors for cultural heritages.  Such examples include 
Atlantis, Aztlán for the Aztecs, Camelot, and Zion for Rastafarians (Wikipedia Foundation, Inc. 2013ab). 
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(2003) states that the act of memory requires some sort of “priming” device for recollection.  
Cultural landscapes are a large-scale version of such mnemonic devices.  “Landscape is often 
aligned with memory” (Preucel and Meskell 2007:219).  Memory places or “memoryscapes” are 
mental social constructions superimposed upon a place (Cattell 2002:21).  For example, while in 
Montana excavating at Block 53 (currently an empty parking lot) of Butte Chinatown in 2008, I 
had difficulty identifying with the now gone Chinese community.  When I saw the Mai Wah 
buildings, however, I used them as a tangible reference point while excavating and screening 
artifacts of the past Chinese community.   
Places can also be mnemonic devices for events in the past that occurred there and the 
significance of those events in a community (Natzmer 2002:169).  They become a “nexus of 
contested meaning” because peoples‟ memories of knowledge claims can draw in or away 
individuals associated with that cultural landscapes (Bender 2002:104).  The maintaining of a 
popular image of an event may require “selective memory and the downplaying of certain 
awkward facts” (Boyer 1996:119).  In addition, the maintenance or destruction of a landscape 
affects people‟s memories.  It seems that a memory requires “things in place” in order to 
construct and interpret the past (Hodder 1997:193).  People‟s experiences with place and time 
are “created out of and creative of” objects and landscapes (Bender 2002:104).  For example, 
people can transform a landscape by re-popularizing oral histories involving a landscape 
(Linenthal 2006:219).  During the 133
rd
 anniversary at BIHO, a non-treaty Nez Perce oral 
account about the death of a little girl has become a focal point during the ceremony.  Also at 
BIHO are certain other Nez Perce stories that are featured tales during the guided tours, 
including about the death of one warrior at what is now known as the Siege Area Trail. 
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How meaning is constructed and maintained are inherent human actions, from the 
individual to the collective.  There is an emerging consensus that meaning is not based strictly on 
a materialist or mental explanation.  Instead, “all human action is a product of the interaction 
between the human brain and its environment” (Strathern 1991:227).  Memories are modified to  
A sense of place which can never be exactly the same place twice, although there 
may be ideological attempts to provide “stability” or perceptual and cognitive 
fixity to a place, to reproduce sets of dominant meanings, understandings, 
representations and images (Tilley 1994:28). 
 
Cultural landscapes are web-like because they are “capable of sustaining multiple meanings and 
that multiple narratives crisscross and thread through them” (Thomas 1996:91).  As Bender 
(2002:106) observes, even if at the same location with the same presented information, “different 
people, differently placed, engage with the world in different ways.”  In addition, there are 
competing interests that contribute to the fluctuation of collective memories over time (Shackel 
2001:666).  The “plurality of place” is based on different people‟s cultural identities, including 
gender, ethnicity, and social status within a society (Bender 2002:107).  
Public memory is a type of collective memory that has broader impacts for different 
cultural groups within a large society or nation, especially when the larger society is comprised 
of many groups of people.  Researchers can observe how a public memory develops from 
different selection factors (Shackel 2001:655).  A public memory implies an official approval or 
sanction while a collective memory is also non-private but is not based on official or 
governmental sanctions and support.  In addition, public memories usually involve past national 
persons or events that diverse groups of people can relate to as citizens.  To sustain a public 
memory, higher moral models are often evoked to establish cultural significance (e.g., Friedman 
1992; Verrey and Henley 1991).  A cultural landscape is a platform for moral models because it  
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Can evoke powerful images and emotions that help to constitute a moral order 
and can play a central role in the practices and performance of place-based social 
identities, community values, and social distinction (Duncan and Duncan 
2006:157). 
 
Hence, cultural landscapes can be seen as revealing the interrelationship between people, their 
natural environment, and their social ideals. 
This need for moral models becomes a key for explaining certain cultural beliefs and 
practices.  To acquire broad cultural appeal, tales must be standardized and unambiguous to 
become culturally relevant to many different groups of people.  For example, Linenthal 
(1991:213) believes that certain American battles, like Gettysburg, Little Bighorn, and Pearl 
Harbor, are more significant than others over time because the American public perceives them 
as “crucial to the life of the nation”— even of “martial sacrifice.”  Interpreted cultural landscapes 
reinforce the meaning of these ranked sites through “landscapes, monuments, commemorative 
ceremonies, and archaeology” (Shackel 2001:655).   
Yet, despite the standardized narrative “arsenal” available to sustain pubic memories, 
researchers should look at how the different players, with their public memories, impact the 
interpreted cultural landscape.  The public meanings of a cultural landscape in the United States, 
and elsewhere, are “continually being contested, constructed, and reconstructed” (Shackel 
2001:666).  They become focal points for both vernacular and official “cultural expressions” 
(Bodnar 1992:13).  Public memory is generated by not only by professional historians and 
educators, but also any individual who has a stake in a collective memory (Shackel 2001:656).  
For example, at the fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg, President Woodrow Wilson 
focused his speech on “what had the fifty years since the battle meant” and argued it became a 
symbol of unity, but his intended audience were white Northerners and Southerners (Blight 
2001:11).  Although public memories tend to have homogenized accounts of an event or person, 
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these were generated “by dynamic social phenomena born of and propelled by the struggle 
among competing factions” (Dietler 1994:597).  
In terms of framework, memory archaeology reveals the ways past peoples used a 
cultural landscape to express their own or others‟ social memories and cultural heritages.  
Memory archaeology provides two interesting insights into how people interact with a landscape.  
First, it shows a living legacy that includes how past peoples remembered their own or others‟ 
cultural heritage and social memories.  Second, it looks at how a place is a mnemonic device for 
personal memories.  Memory archaeology has been used to show how cultural groups relate 
socially to a place.  People create social and personal connections with a landscape. 
 
Creating and Maintaining Cultural Heritages and Memories through Pilgrimages and  
On-Site Commemorations at Battlefields 
Pilgrimages and on-site commemorations are special kinds of social behaviors that 
reinforce, and sometimes create certain place-based cultural heritages and memories associated 
with a specific cultural landscape.  While pilgrimages are referred to as transitional movements 
from one place to another, commemorations provide on-site interactions with a cultural 
landscape in a highly-charged social setting.  These physical actions of individuals make the 
intended cultural landscape a focal place for generating new cultural identities and 
remembrances.   
Pilgrimages are a “physical and spiritual journey” that allow individuals to visit a place 
that is associated with a socially significant person, place, or concept (Linenthal 2006:223).  
Although there may be temporal distances, people can be as physically close as possible to that 
cultural significance (Linenthal 2006:223).  Pilgrimages also have a “venerative consumption” 
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component.  Here tourist pilgrims take something away, abstractly or tangibly, from the 
landscape experience (e.g., contemplation of gained memories and knowledge, books, 
photographs, paperweights, theme-morphed pennies) (Chidester and Linenthal 1995:4).  Many 
times these acts are a form of vandalism, like taking a piece of a monument or memorial marker 
(Images 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4). 
 
  
Image 2.2.  An example of vandalism with etchings long the side of a soldier‟s marker 
along the Deep Ravine Trail at Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument during the summer 
of 2010 (Keremedjiev 2010).  
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Images 2.3 and 2.4.  The Big Hole National Battlefield monument to the U.S. Army and 
civilian volunteers (left) and a close-up of the monument showing evidence of vandalism (right).  
Over the decades, people had chipped away pieces of the monument as mementos of their visit to 
the battlefield (Keremedjiev 2010).   
 
 
Anthropologists have a range of explanations for how pilgrimages affect people‟s social 
statuses.  A Durkheimian or Marxist perspective sees pilgrimages as public activities that help 
create social structures (e.g., Gross 1976).  While a Durkheimian approach observes how “people 
are influenced by social forces that emerge from the interactions of humans but that transcend 
individuals” (Bernard 2006:89-90), a Marxist interpretation often looks at social, political, and 
economic factors that constrain human behavior (O‟Brien et al. 2005:230).  Yet, pilgrimages can 
be anti-structural, because pilgrims temporarily escape from their normal social roles to 
participate in a “state of unmediated and egalitarian association” with other individuals (Eade 
and Sallnow 1991:4; e.g., Turner 1974).  Interestingly, this latter assertion has not been 
supported strongly in the literature (e.g., Eade and Sallnow 1991; Morinis 1984; Sallnow 1987).  
Perhaps there is a middle ground.  For example, Eickelman (1996:423) notes that pilgrims 
transcend ordinary boundaries to create new ones, whether real or imaginary, that crosses lines of 
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“gender, ethnicity, language, class, and locality.”  Regardless of its effects on an individual‟s 
everyday social status, pilgrimages are not “merely as a field of social relations but also a realm 
of competing discourses” (Eade and Sallnow 1991:5).  In fact, the pilgrimage “shrine” 
paradoxically contains both unique and pluralistic qualities.  A shrine can have a single meaning 
for one group and also have many layers of symbolism for all groups. 
Although commemorations are not invariably associated with pilgrimages, the act of 
performing on-site rituals provides participants and witnesses different types of meanings and 
memories of a historic event rather than if conducted at another place or during the physical 
journey from one place to another.  Commemoration is the driving motive behind preserving 
historic places, argues Utley (1991:x).  Commemorative ceremonies are powerful events that 
bring the past alive through “meaningful actions that are often shaped by present circumstances” 
(Linstroth 2002:161).   
Perhaps because, as noted above, pilgrimages may include anti-structural elements, 
during public commemorations at sacred places (e.g., anniversaries, designations of landmarks, 
and dedications of monuments), there is a desire to maintain  
The social order and existing institutions, the need to avoid disorder or dramatic 
changes, and the dominance of citizen duties over citizen rights (Bodnar 
1992:19). 
 
Because people consider sacred landscapes extraordinary places, performances or rituals at these 
locations acquire greater symbolic meaning.  Commemorations help form a place-based cultural 
identity (Foote and Azaryahu 2007:130).  For example, re-enactors of the Gettysburg Battle 
signup with a particular unit or regiment (and those not already assigned would be placed in a 
provisional brigade) (Gettysburg Anniversary Committee 2010).  In addition, for the majority of 
the time, whole families can stay and participate together, which is not historically accurate but 
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does provide a unique social bonding for involved individuals.  Reenactments and other cultural 
heritage activities should be considered performances at an arena (Chidester and Linenthal 
1995:9).  Participants and witnesses legitimize or introduce social values about an event or 
person on sacred ground.  Currently, two reenactment productions occur on and around the 
anniversary of the Battle of the Little Bighorn.  Both have similar storylines (from the American 
Indian perspectives of history from before European contact to the end of the battle), but one is 
more symbolically powerful because of its location on the actual battlefield (the other one is near 
Hardin, Montana).   
 
 
Battlefields: A Type of Stage for Performance Rituals of Social Memories and Identities 
As discussed in the previous sections, cultural landscapes provide stages for people to act 
out their performance rituals that demarcate the places as socially significant for their memories 
and identities.  Whether as part of pilgrimages and/or on-site commemorations, cultural 
landscapes are locations to maintain certain values as important, depending on social, historical, 
political, religious, and/or economic beliefs.  This section focuses on how battlefields are one 
type of cultural landscape that incorporates certain cultural practices.  Although the performance 
rituals vary widely, they have overall similar effects on people that reinforce the maintenance of 
battlefields as sacred, memorialized landscapes.   
Battlefields are a form of sacred landscape.  Often people perceive these places as 
symbolic conflict sites, regardless of whether descendants of the battle participants have made 
reconciliations.  Although deeper meanings may be at play, the immediate draw that brings 
people together is to learn about or commemorate a past conflict.  That meaning is their focal 
point.  Yet, there are always heterogeneous experiences, accounts, and interpretations from 
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different sides about the battle.  For example as generalizations, some Euro-Americans would 
often transform the landscape for “military, legal, and architectural rituals” while American 
Indians would often regard the environment itself as sacred (Chidester and Linenthal 1995:21).  
This is clearly seen by the two types of memorials seen at BIHO.  Along the Siege Area Trail 
visitors see a granite monument dedicated to the United States Army Seventh Infantry and 
civilian volunteers, and archaeological evidence of where the men had dug rifle pits and 
trenches.  The descendants of the non-treaty Nez Perce wanted a different type of memorial.  The 
tepee lodge poles placed at BIHO represents the historic village that was attacked.  The latter 
memorial blends more into the natural landscape than the markers for the American soldiers and 
civilian volunteers. 
Battlefields undergo continuous contests of symbolic and actual ownership, even if there 
is reconciliation between the opposing sides.  The process of creating and maintaining 
battlefields as sacred landscapes is a fascinating process that public archaeologists should 
examine more closely with historical resources and ethnographic observations.  There is a 
continuous power “struggle for ownership, for the right to alter the story… [that] is a vibrant part 
of the site‟s cultural history” (Linenthal 1991:215).  For example, at LIBI there is a struggle to 
“transform the Little Bighorn battlefield from a shrine to George A. Custer and the Seventh 
Calvary into a historic site where different (often clashing) stories could be told” (Linenthal 
1996:9).  The Alamo is another example of a place that has become a shrine to an episode in 
American history.  The Battle at the Alamo Mission was significant in the greater context of 
contemporary times because it immediately led to the defeat of the Mexican Army, ending the 
Texas Revolution.  Still, romantic versions about the battle and the historic site being run by the 
Daughters of the Republic of Texas, Inc. have somewhat created skewed historical 
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interpretations (Daughters of the Republic of Texas, Inc. 2010).  Although they will not 
“compromise on their conviction that the Alamo was a monument to heroic virtues” (Roberts and 
Olson 2001:309), the Daughters are slowly broadening their interpretation of the historic battle.  
Still, much like at LIBI with the different American Indian tribes‟ perspectives, the Mexican 
accounts challenge and contradict the long-held romantic and distorted interpretations of the 
Alamo, especially the exodus from the garrison (Tucker 2009:307).   It may be a long time 
before on-site interpretation of the Alamo incorporates more perspectives of what occurred based 
on archaeological data, historical records, and oral accounts of all battle participants.      
Battlefields are a type of cultural landscape that diverse cultural heritages and collective 
memories interact within a contested space.  For example, the “Reunion of Honor” is a recent 
annual commemoration activity of the Battle of Iwo Jima that both the American and Japanese 
organize for living survivors.  For these survivors, that battle has gone from being one full of 
hatred to one of healing and reconciliation (CNN 2010).  It may be asked:  Why not these 
survivors of Iwo Jima simply meet at a hotel in Tokyo or Washington D.C?  The wider answer is 
that battlefields are often considered hallowed sites that frequently are the object of special 
pilgrimages and call forth on-site rituals to create and maintain their extraordinary social 
significance among other cultural landscapes (Chidester and Linenthal 1995).   
A battlefield is a public arena for the “symbolic possession” of the past conflict and 
subsequent events associated with it.  Utley (1991:xi) believes that both heretical and orthodox 
viewpoints should be part of the “free market of sacred space,” rather than a single perspective to 
dominate interpreted sites.  Thereby, visitors would understand and be exposed to competing 
viewpoints for a historic event.  The Smithsonian Enola Gay exhibit for the fiftieth anniversary is 
a good example of competing viewpoints for selecting a public perspective on a historic event.  
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From its inception as an anniversary exhibit that would show the contextual history of the event 
to its actual, less controversial exhibit after vehement protests and even resignations of some 
high officials, here is a situation of different viewpoints from interested and competing parties 
(e.g., U.S. Congress, living descendants, military personnel, the Smithsonian, historians and 
other educators) who clashed over what is appropriate information to convey to laypeople.    
As noted earlier, a sacred landscape is not only a cultural landscape that involves social 
symbols but those symbols are often reinforced and passed to new members through rituals of 
pilgrimage and on-site commemorations in order to maintain its extraordinary cultural 
significance.  Interpreted nineteenth-century Indian Wars battlefields in the United States are rife 
with examples.  As an annual event to reinforce its historic importance in relation to nineteenth-
century clashes between American Indians and the United States, the Sand Creek Massacre 
National Historic Site has an associated trail and an on-site annual Spiritual Healing Run for 
Northern Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes to remember the historic event (e.g., National Park 
Service 2009).  Another example of an American battlefield pilgrimage is the Big Foot Memorial 
Riders, who pay homage to victims and survivors of the 1890 massacre at Wounded Knee (e.g., 
Walker 2008).   
Although each varies in terms of scope and who are involved, the battlefield case studies 
incorporated in this dissertation currently have people participating in some form of pilgrimage 
and commemoration, acts that reinforce each battlefield‟s sacredness and social significance in 
time and space.  The following examples are from my participant observations in the summer 
and fall of 2010.  Before the anniversary of the Battle of Rosebud, some Northern Cheyenne 
made a horseback journey to the site, retracing their ancestors‟ trek across the Great Plains.  Due 
to severe storms, the 134
th
 battle anniversary event was relocated to Busby, Montana.  Its social 
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significance was still powerfully emotional but would have been more so at the battlefield.  
Various tribal and non-tribal groups made annual pilgrimages to LIBI, from the Arikara in North 
Dakota bringing homeland soil to sprinkle on memorial markers to a man from Scotland 
performing for the tenth year in the Real Bird Re-enactment.  Each group of individuals performs 
a special commemorative ceremony at certain locations within the battlefield, honoring first a 
particular group of individuals and then all who had participated in the historic event.  Several 
descendants of non-treaty Nez Perce made a six-hour road trip to BIHO, and some even followed 
along parts of Nez Perce Trail by horseback.  The main commemoration event occurred near the 
Nez Perce Indian Memorial.  Two months later many of those who had attended the BIHO 
anniversary then practiced the similar ceremonies at Nez Perce National Historic Park- Bear Paw 
Battlefield.  As these examples show, each battlefield is a living memorial that incorporates 
special off-site journeys and on-site ceremonies.   
Battlefields are locations for clashes over memorialization of a sacred ground (Linenthal 
1996:9).  In fact, Bodnar (1992:16) observes that public commemorations in contemporary 
United States incorporate multivocality.  There are two main types of commemorations: official 
and vernacular, according to Bodnar.  The former tends to be celebrated more often than the 
latter, but does not necessarily mean that vernacular beliefs are ignored.  Usually, official 
commemorations are government-sponsored while vernacular commemorations are managed by 
laypeople.  For example, while attending the 133
rd
-anniversary of the Battle of the Little Bighorn 
in 2009, I saw an individual who was dressed as a member of the Seventh Calvary standing with 
a large American flag at the Seventh Cavalry Monument on Last Stand Hill.  He believed that the 
official program was too focused on the American Indians and did not have enough focus about 
the soldiers.  As an official homage to the soldiers, he wanted a horse parade of American 
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veterans that would march into the park (much like the Northern Cheyenne and Lakota had done 
that day) and people would play some hymns, including “Taps.”  Only recently, however, has 
there been a greater presence of American Indian groups commemorating at LIBI on the battle 
anniversary, eventually becoming the dominant voices in the public remembrances.  As the 
example shows, there is a dynamic interplay between what pilgrims believe are appropriate on-
site commemorations and officials who seek to designate where and how groups may perform 
certain rituals.  
 
 
Discussion 
Place-based rituals of pilgrimages and on-site commemorations contribute to the social 
significance of a heritage site, especially at battlefields, which are considered a type of sacred 
landscape.  These actions not only make a cultural landscape have certain social designations 
(like being a hallowed place), but also affect peoples‟ place-based cultural heritages and social 
memories about past peoples and events related to that location.  Places contain intertwined 
layers of rituals and meanings (Relph 1993).  Place is a central location for not only intersecting 
social memories but also power relations.  These power relations range from competing political 
opinions to religious ideologies.   
Both symbolically and historically, battlefields are contested sites.  There is an on-going 
struggle of who should provide the dominant voice(s) to speak about a historic conflict.  
Battlefields illustrate on-going social negotiations of which parties control the historic site and 
management of a cultural landscape that can affect current and future pilgrimages and 
commemorations for all social groups. 
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Pilgrimages and on-site commemorations at historic places are two types of performance 
rituals that broadcast place-based cultural heritages and social memories.  The formation and 
continual modification of cultural heritages, social memories, and cultural landscapes are 
interrelated.  Peoples‟ cultural heritages and social memories are continued, challenged, 
modified, or abandoned whenever they visit and engage with an interpreted cultural landscape.  
This dynamic process is especially true at places with diverse beliefs about a historic battlefield.  
With multiple levels of memories and identities (Van Dyke and Alcock 2003: 3), a single place 
can have many and conflicting interpretations of its social significance in contemporary society.   
A cultural landscape may have a sacred or profane perception, which human behaviors 
reinforce its status.  Interestingly, not all people may agree that a certain place should be known 
as either one or the other (Gibbs 2010).  They may agree on its social significance, but as to how 
extraordinary it is among other heritage sites depends on past and present management and 
interpretation of that place‟s history.  This is especially true for extreme cases of saturated on-site 
interpretation or undeveloped heritage sites, like at LIBI and Rosebud Battlefield State Park 
(ROBA).  These related historic events have contrasting experiences and understandings by 
present-day park visitors.  Even though both are battlefields, the minimal on-site interpretation 
and commemoration practices at ROBA make it seem that this historic place is less sacred than 
LIBI, which has its own high-profiled commemoration legacy.   
As Basso (1996:5-6) indicates below, how a historic landscape is interpreted not only 
limits but also guides people to reliable understandings of the past.   
Place-making involves multiple acts of remembering and imagining which inform 
each other in complex ways… What is remembered about a particular place— 
including, prominently, verbal and visual accounts of what has transpired there— 
guides and constrains how it will be imagined by delimiting a field of workable 
possibilities.  These possibilities are then exploited by acts of conjecture and 
speculation which build upon them and go beyond them to create possibilities of a 
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new and original sort, thus producing a fresh and expanded picture of how things 
might have been… Essentially, then, instances of place-making consist in an 
adventitious fleshing out of historical material that culminates in a posited state of 
affairs. 
 
 
This place-based charter is not static, because humans reinterpret places in relation to their own 
personal lives while the locations themselves undergo physical alterations and deteriorations 
(Thomas 1996:91).  What methods are employed to manage and interact with the cultural 
landscape to commemorate a past event is significant in understanding the social creation of 
spaces, values, and beliefs.  Place-based narratives are types of on-site interpretation that use a 
combination of archaeological data, historical records, and oral accounts as credible bases to tell 
stories.  Methods of on-site interpretations vary widely, and include anniversary programs, 
monuments, on-site museums, park benches, and pilgrimages.  Although individuals have varied 
levels of influence, visitors contribute additional perspectives to the historical narrative and 
affect how other individuals view their cultural identities and social memories when they interact 
with a place.  Thus, historic sites are really an organic dialogue with the present, not a static 
regurgitation of historical events.   
 Although Van Dyke and Alcock (2003:1) talk about archaeologists‟ differing opinions, 
anyone (whether an archaeologist, historian, re-enactment actor, or living descendant) can 
contribute to the “construction of memory for contemporary society” about a historic site.  What 
matters is the reliability of the on-site interpretations and the ways people use these place-based 
narratives with a cultural landscape.  These place-based interpretations can also influence how 
other people use the cultural landscape to form their cultural heritages and social memories.  Is it 
possible to observe similar trends of interactions at different battlefields in the world? 
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Chapter Three:  Contemporary Interpretative Practices at Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and 
Isandlwana Battlefields 
 
 
 
Image 3.1.  Commemoration program at Bear Paw Battlefield in October 2010 (Keremedjiev 
2010). 
 
 
 
Image 3.2.  Park visitors at Bear Paw Battlefield during the summer of 2012 (Keremedjiev 
2012a). 
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As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, a relationship exists between a cultural landscape, 
people, and their ways of maintaining their place-based cultural heritage and historical 
knowledge, particularly with archaeological, historical, and oral primary sources.  Although 
archaeologists have increasingly understood the importance of public interpretation of their 
research, few cultural anthropological studies have observed the contemporary social impacts of 
archaeological findings at cultural landscapes considered sacred (e.g., Heath 1997; Iseminger 
1997; Scott 1997).  One way to analyze archaeology‟s influential role is its usage in place-based 
narratives at sacred landscapes.  In general, the varied place-based narratives at heritage sites are 
practices to remember and interpret the past.  Presented place-based narratives for heritage sites 
originate from a combination of archaeological resources, historical documentation, and oral 
traditions.  While archaeological data provide three-dimensional objects, ranging from the 
physical location to types of objects used at a heritage site, documents and oral traditions provide 
individuals‟ thoughts and actions of an historic event.  The combination of tangible and 
intangible sources provides intellectual and emotional understandings of a heritage site.  The 
interpretation that emerges from these sources and is then presented in place-based narratives 
affects social relevance, personal memories, and cultural heritages related to an historic place. 
Interpreters and performers of place-based narratives use not only archaeological 
resources but also historical documentation and oral traditions as credible means to justify telling 
certain historical stories (e.g. Archibald 2002; Smith 2006).  These sources are considered 
socially reliable foundations for understanding the past and for maintaining personal memories 
and cultural heritages.  Credibility based on primary sources is often particularly valued for 
place-based narratives at sacred landscapes where special rituals often occur.  But however 
credibility is established, without it a story loses its persuasion.  By having interpreters use 
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tangible and intangible historical links, the audience is more likely to believe the truth behind the 
stories and accept the stories‟ messages.   
 To observe the impact of archaeology and other sources‟ contributing role in place-based 
narratives that affect the perception of a sacred landscape, this evaluation of the concepts as 
developed in Chapter 2 , this chapter explores a central question:  In what ways do public place-
based narratives, based on archaeological resources, historical sources, and oral traditions, affect 
the contemporary perception of battlefields as sacred landscapes?  This chapter compares the 
effects of on-site interpretation in the perception of battlefields as sacred.  The variables 
considered here include land management, landownership, and those involved with on-site 
interpretation.  Serving as both a pilot study and as a means to broaden the conclusions of this 
dissertation, this chapter considers a literature-based review and interpretation of three 
battlefields exhibiting several key similarities from across the globe.  My literature resources are 
materials I obtained using the Internet, the University of Montana (UM) collections, and the UM 
Maureen and Mike Mansfield Library.  The literature investigation includes secondary sources 
on the history of the battles; varied published descriptions of current on-site interpretation 
practices of each battlefield; and email correspondence with battlefield personnel.   
This chapter analyzes the contemporary interpretative practices at three battlefields:  
Culloden, Scotland; Fallen Timbers, United States; and Isandlwana, South Africa.  As types of 
colonial battles that were part of short-term wars (albeit components of long-standing colonial 
hostilities), today these three battlefields allow public access and are interpreted based on a 
combination of artifacts, documents, and oral accounts.  By selecting these far-flung case studies, 
this chapter minimizes skewed interpretations from a single region.  This comparative literature 
review helped provide parameters for the analysis of the four case studies in Montana.  More 
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broadly, this review shows why archaeologists need to understand the social impacts that 
archaeological resources, historical sources, and oral traditions have in the interpretation and 
preservation of sacred landscapes. 
This chapter is in four sections.  First, I discuss how I observe peoples‟ varied responses 
to battlefields as sacred based on the literature sources.  Second, I describe in greater detail the 
specific battlefields and place-based narratives of interest.  Third, I provide an overview of each 
case study, Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and Isandlwana, including a history of each battle and its 
current on-site interpretation practices.  Finally, I discuss any similar patterns of sacred reactions 
and responses at the battlefields that provided insights into my field research at interpreted 
battlefields in Montana.  This section also considers the limitations of literature-based 
comparisons for this type of cultural investigation.  
 
Sacredness of a Battlefield 
Because I argue that a sacred landscape requires special, reverent rituals to maintain its 
social significance, I have a working hypothesis that certain words will appear more frequently 
for sacred landscapes than for other types of cultural landscapes in on-site interpretation and 
visitors‟ responses.  By defining the characteristics of “extraordinariness” for a cultural 
landscape, this literature review can observe the different ways visitors and interpreters use 
place-based narratives to maintain a battlefield as a sacred place.  Characteristics of a sacred 
landscape are not only of the place itself but also usually expressions of personal memories, 
social identities, historical knowledge, and cultural heritages.  A person, however, does not 
require a personal or a specific social identity to recognize or appreciate a place as a sacred 
landscape.  For example, I do not practice Islam to understand the sacredness of a mosque.     
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Because I am unable to visit Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and Isandlwana battlefields to 
witness firsthand their place-based narratives, my sources to find these “sacred” characteristics 
will be in published books and newspaper articles about battlefield interpretation and visitors‟ 
experiences, the Internet, and email correspondences with battlefield personnel.  Also, I rely on 
the expressions and descriptions of the battlefield case studies from archaeologists, historians, 
on-site battlefield interpreters and visitors, although I recognize that these individuals are not 
representative of all battlefields‟ population of visitors and interpreters.  The method for 
identifying sacredness is to look for words that refer to unique qualifiers describing a place, and 
references to religious, nationalistic, and ethnic identities (Table 3.1).   
 
 
Table 3.1.  Examples of keywords and phrases related to sacred landscape and social identities in 
relation to Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and Isandlwana battlefields. 
Extraordinary Characteristics of a Battlefield 
Extraordinary Hallowed  Honor  Landmark  
Memorial  Monument  Sacred  Sacred Place  
Significant  Special Spirits Unique  
Social Identities in Relation to a Battlefield 
Ancestors  He/She/Them  His/Her/Their  
I/We  Mine/Our  Personal  
 Remember  You Your/Your 
Specific Labels (e.g., men, women, British, a specific African tribe) 
 
 
The expressed place-based narratives can create responses that affect the perception of a 
battlefield as a sacred landscape.  Although the general justification behind using artifacts, 
historical documents, and oral traditions brings credibility to interpreted historical stories, I do 
not want to attempt to infer the reasons behind using these primary sources.  Instead, I attempt to 
show how archaeological, oral, and historical resources are presented as reliable information for 
visitors and interpreters to use as forms of understanding both the past and the associated 
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landscape.  The reaction of the audience gives clues to the type of sacred landscape or level of 
social significance, if any, in contemporary society.   
 
Defining the Battlefield Variables 
Defining the project‟s parameters and variables allows for reliable measurement and 
comparison of the contributing roles that archaeological data, historical documentation, and oral 
traditions have in the perception of a sacred landscape.  I begin with defining the type of 
battlefield that this study is concerned with.  Because the average battlefield visitor and 
interpreter are not familiar with academic terms, I use general definitions for colonizer and 
colonized populations.  According to the Collins English Dictionary (2009), a colonist is an 
individual who “settles or colonizes an area.”  Another component to the term, as Random House 
Dictionary (1993:137) defines, is a “member of a colonizing expedition.”
1
  To narrow down the 
types of colonized populations considered, this chapter looks at past and present indigenous 
cultures that have lived in a specific geographical region for at least several centuries.  Not only 
do indigenous cultures have historical ties to a specific region, but they also have unique social 
beliefs and practices that set them apart from their colonizers (e.g., Lightfoot 2006).  Colonizer 
and colonized populations, however, are not discrete, homogenous groups because some 
indigenous groups could be allies of the colonists and vice versa.  These heterogeneous 
populations of colonists and indigenous peoples add another layer of interpretation at historic 
                                                          
1
 The term colony itself has several meanings, of which two overlapping ones are used for this literature review.  
First, according to Collins English Dictionary (2009), a colony is a “body of people who settle in a country distant 
from their homeland but maintain ties with it.”  I argue, however, there does not have to be a vast distance between a 
colony and its parent nation.  Instead, colonies can be either peripheral satellites or physically isolated settlements of 
a ruling state.  The second meaning of colony is a “subject territory occupied by a settlement from the ruling state” 
(ibid).   
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battlefields.  For this literature review, I focus on the main population of colonists and 
indigenous peoples who fought each other at the historic battles.     
 A focus only on American colonizing battlefields to compare with my four Montana case 
studies risks a biased sample for two reasons.  First, many American battlefields today are 
managed by the same governmental agencies.  It is to be expected that there will be similar 
management attitudes and practices.  Second, although American cultural heritage practices and 
cultural resource management laws vary, overall they reflect the unique circumstances within the 
United States (e.g., King 2003; 2000).  Stepping outside of Montana or the United States allows 
me to see any patterns of sacred perceptions related to a historic landscape because of interpreted 
artifacts, historical records, and oral traditions in place-based narratives.   
For this chapter I look at three historic battlefields, Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and 
Isandlwana, which were selected based on the above variables.  The three case studies were 
colonial battles that were part of short-term wars between colonists and indigenous populations.  
Table 3.2 lays out how each battlefield has similar and unique characteristics with the others.  
Today, a part or most of these battlefields have public on-site interpretation based on a 
combination of archaeological data, historical documents, and oral traditions.  The battlefields 
vary in the nature of the landownership and type of on-site interpretation practices that are 
employed.      
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Table 3.2.  Controlling the battlefield variables for Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and Isandlwana. 
Constant Variables Battlefields 
Culloden Fallen Timbers Isandlwana 
Colonizing Battles     
Year of Battle 1746 1794 1879 
     ~Colonists (Main    
       Group) 
English American British 
     ~Indigenous  
      Population (Main  
      Group) 
Scottish Confederation of the 
Ohio and Great Lakes 
Indian tribes 
Zulu 
     ~Winner of Battle Colonists Colonists Indigenous 
     ~Location of  
      Battlefield 
Scotland Ohio South Africa 
Battles Part of 
Short-Term Wars 
Specific Short-Term War Jacobite Rising 
(1745-1746) 
Northwestern Indian 
War (1785-1795) 
Anglo-Zulu War 
(1879) 
 
 
Considerations of the current landownership patterns at each battlefield must be 
acknowledged on two tiers.  The first tier concerns the specific land managers of the battlefield.  
Many expansive battlefields (i.e., several miles across) have several landowners dividing up the 
location.  The landowner may be a public or private entity.  Because I am interested in public 
expressions of peoples‟ interaction with a cultural landscape and place-based narratives, I am 
looking only at battlefields that have public interpretation and visitorship.  How does the 
immediate landownership affect personal memories and cultural heritages through place-based 
narratives?  The second tier is the current governing power of the county where a battlefield is 
located.  In what ways does the governing power influence presented place-based narratives?  
How do the tiers of landownership interact?  Although a range of place-based narratives can 
impact perceptions of a cultural landscape, this literature review looks at two specific place-
based narratives that contribute to those perceptions:  on-site interpretative methods and 
commemorations.  Table 3.3 is a detailed list of the types of place-based narratives found at each 
locality, including the level or scale of interpretation.  On-site interpretations may vary, but have 
relatively permanent presence throughout a year.  Their presence regularly reinforces the specific 
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events and locations considered significant to interpret and remember.  Anniversary practices are 
special temporal rituals that broadcast certain social values, often connected to a specific location 
within a battlefield.   
 
Table 3.3.  Controlling the place-based narrative variables for Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and 
Isandlwana. 
Constant Variables Battlefields 
Culloden Fallen Timbers Isandlwana 
Types of Place-Based 
Narratives 
Level and Scale of Place-
Based Narratives (means 
of presentation) 
   
~Permanent On-Site 
Interpretation 
Yes Yes Yes 
~On-Site Museums or 
Visitor Centers 
Yes No Yes 
~On-Site Tour Talks Yes Yes Yes 
~Self-Guided Tours Yes Yes No 
~Special Interpretation 
Programs 
Yes Yes Yes 
~On-Site Markers Yes Yes Yes 
~On-Site 
Commemorative 
Practices 
Yes Yes Yes 
Landownership of Battlefield Who is Managing the 
Public Interpretation 
National Trust 
for Scotland 
Metroparks of 
the Toledo Area 
Amafa 
KawZulu-Natal 
Public or Private 
Ownership 
Private Public Public 
Present Day Governing 
Power of Country that 
Battlefield is Located 
British American South African 
English as One of Interpreted 
Languages 
Other Main Language(s) 
Interpreted at Battlefield 
Gaelic N/A Zulu 
 
 
 
Battlefield Case Studies 
 The following section looks at the three battlefield case studies, focusing on the ways 
presented artifacts, historical records, and oral accounts contribute to the perception of 
battlefields as sacred landscapes.  The battlefield case studies are Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and 
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Isandlwana.  Each of these places have similar but unique variables that will allow me to observe 
the ways presented place-based narratives affect intellectual and emotional understandings of the 
past.  For the literature review, I use a combination of secondary sources about the history of 
each battlefield, and primary and secondary sources about on-site interpretation practices at each 
battlefield. 
 
 
Battle of Culloden 
 As the oldest of the three battlefield case studies, the interpreted archaeological 
information and the other historical sources at Culloden Battlefield show how these can affect 
the perception of the place as sacred for ethnic and nationalistic identities.  Although considered 
by some as a battle in a British civil war (e.g., Allison 2007:107), the Battle of Culloden was a 
milestone in Scottish cultural heritage.  For the purposes of this review, it was a colonial battle 
that was part of the English “campaign to destroy the civilization of the Scottish Highlands” 
(Davies 1996:632).  Certainly, it was more than a fight between the House of Hanover and the 
House of Stuart.  In the greater historical context, it was part of not only a cultural heritage 
conflict and a dynastic battle between two royal houses, but also involved with the War of the 
Austrian Succession between France and Prussia (Szechi 2009).  The following information 
about the battle‟s history comes from secondary sources as indicated above; the information 
about on-site interpretation of the battlefield comes from the official battlefield website of the 
National Trust for Scotland, email correspondence with personnel from the battlefield, published 
newspaper articles, and archaeology and history books.   
 As the last battle fought on British soil, the Battle of Culloden (April 16, 1746) was 
where the “Jacobite army fought to reclaim the throne of Britain from the Hanoverians for a 
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Stuart king” (Culture24 2011).  The Jacobite Rebellion, started in 1745, was the second of two 
uprisings in the eighteenth century.  The Jacobite cause was united in the “wounded feelings of 
the defeated order” of Scottish authority and autonomy (Davies 1996:963).  At the Battle of 
Culloden, the Jacobite side was composed of mainly Highland Scots, Lowland Scots, and French 
allies while the English army had individuals from England and Lowland Scotland.  In less than 
one hour, an estimated 2,000 Jacobites were killed and 50 men from the English army lost their 
lives.  Afterwards, the English army took an estimated 3,500 Jacobites prisoner.  The Battle of 
Culloden not only led to the end of the Jacobite Rebellion, but it also began a period of 
legislation to “punish the Highland clans and bring them in line with the English monarchy” 
(Rose 2010).  This “policy of „pacification‟” included eliminating the authority of clan chiefs, 
removing weapons from clansmen, seizing of Jacobite estates, and even banning the tartan and 
kilt (The National Trust for Scotland 2011a).  Because of its political consequences, for many 
years after the Battle of Culloden, there were great efforts to record the event.  Many of the 
participants who fought for the English published testimonies while exiles of the Jacobite 
Rebellion wrote narratives that “would remain unpublished for many years” (Stephen 2009:188).   
From the mid-nineteenth century onwards, Culloden Battlefield has been a pilgrimage 
site for “people from Scotland and throughout the world” (The National Trust for Scotland 
2011b).  In 1881, Duncan Forbes created the Memorial Cairn in honor of the Jacobites.  On this 
cairn are the words 
The Battle of Culloden 
was fought on this moor 
16
th
 April, 1746 
The Graves of the Gallant Highlanders 
Who Fought for 
Scotland and Prince Charlie 
Are marked by the Names of their Clans (Taylor 1965). 
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Also during that year, Forbes placed “headstones [that] bear the names of the clans” along the 
road that goes through the battlefield (The National Trust for Scotland 2011c).  In addition to 
these on-site markers are those of the Well of the Dead, the Cumberland Stone, and the Old 
Leanach Cottage.  The well and stone are markers for specific events, individuals, and clans 
during the battle while the farmhouse survived the battle.  Meanwhile, the only on-site marker in 
honor of the British army is the Field of the English, a stone marker nearby the Old Leanach 
Cottage (The National Trust for Scotland 2011d).   Currently, the Field of the English is a 
general marker honoring the English army.  The other on-site markers are more site-specific.  
Overall, the on-site markers are tangible links to the individuals, clans, and events before, during, 
and after the historic battle.  
 The recent increased interest in the preservation and interpretation of Culloden Battlefield 
arose from three interrelated situations.  The first situation was the threat of commercial 
development during the early twentieth century.  In 1937, Alexander Munro gave two sections of 
Culloden Battlefield to The National Trust for Scotland; and in 1944 Hector Forbes gave the 
“main Culloden memorials” (Clava Circles; Cumberland Stone; Field of the English; Graves of 
the Clans; the Irish Memorial; the Keppoch Stone; King‟s Stables Cottage; the Memorial Cairn; 
Old Leanach Cottage; Prince Charlie‟s Tree; the Prince‟s Stone; and the Well of the Dead;) to 
the Trust (Taylor 1965).  Approximately half of the battlefield is in the care of The National 
Trust for Scotland, and the other half has private owners (Reid 2005:138). 
The second situation was the general increased interest in local Scottish heritage.  
According to Devine (2009), Scotland has undergone a “devolution” and many people within the 
nation were seeking a “great sense of itself and of the nation‟s place in the world” by turning to 
58 
 
its Scottish history.  This turning to the past for a greater cultural identity is a common practice 
by different social groups, especially ones suffering an economic decline (e.g., Cattell 2002).   
 The third situation in increased interest in preserving Culloden Battlefield concerns the 
Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act of 1979.  According to this law, historic 
battlefields are protected as “scheduled monuments” if they have “remains above the ground” 
(Sweeney 2007).  Otherwise, land development can proceed at these places.  Even Culloden has 
lost some site integrity because of recent road construction.  Archaeologist Tony Pollard, a 
leading expert in Culloden and Isandlwana, advocates new legislation for conserving battlefields, 
especially because many of these heritage sites no longer have above-ground remains (Sweeney 
2007).    
Today, the National Trust for Scotland manages the battlefield and has two primary 
interpretative goals for the historic site.  First, it wants to conserve and promote “Scotland‟s 
natural and cultural heritage for present and future generations to enjoy.”  And second, it is 
involved in “restoring the Battlefield to how it looked in 1746” (McNicol 2007a).  These goals 
affect not only what type of information will be presented at the site but also how the physical 
location will be preserved.  For example, historical and archaeological investigations revealed 
that the old visitor center “was sited on the third Government line of the battlefield” (The 
National Trust for Scotland 2011e).  This center was moved elsewhere to keep in line with the 
Trust‟s goals of a 1746 landscape.  Based on my readings of recent publications, my visit to 
Culloden in 2003 was quite different than what a visitor experiences today.  I recall a thorny 
terrain with little on-site interpretation.  Now, the battlefield has increased on-site interpretation 
and plans to turn the battlefield into a common grazing ground like it was in 1746.   
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 Using recent archaeological studies with historical and oral accounts, the new on-site 
interpretative practices and battle anniversaries have not only provided new perspectives on the 
historic event, but has also helped increased the sacred importance of the battlefield for 
interpreters and visitors.  The new visitor center, interpretative tours, memorial markers, and 
battle anniversaries demonstrate how well historical stories can be made relevant in 
contemporary society.   
 Completed in 2007, the new visitor center uses archaeology, history, and oral traditions to 
bring alive the Battle of Culloden.  At the center people experience the sights and sounds of the 
historic event.  There is a short “immersion” film that “relives the horror of the battle” (The 
National Trust for Scotland 2011f).  Surrounding the theater walls are “displays of authentic 
weapons and artefacts found on the battlefield” (The National Trust for Scotland 2011g).  And, 
by walking up to the rooftop, visitors can see the battlefield from a higher vantage. 
 Meanwhile, the on-site interpretative tours are performances, delivered mostly by actors, 
who use archaeology, history, and oral traditions to tell the stories.  Not only do they deliver 
information as re-enactors in the daily living history program, but they also present information 
on Gaelic culture.  The presence of Gaelic is an extension of expressing Scottish identity.  For 
example, in the self-guided audio tours visitors listen to Gaelic words and songs (McNicol 2006).   
 The memorial markers are of symbolic importance and involve special reverence for both 
interpreters and visitors, which was clearly expressed by Culloden Project Coordinator 
Alexander Bennett‟s discussion about the markers (in McNicol 2007).  During the construction 
of the new visitor center, the memorial markers were bubble wrapped and carefully preserved, 
because of the desire to maintain them as central to the tradition of honoring and remembering 
the Battle of Culloden.  Their integrity allows “„future generations… [to] maintain the tradition‟” 
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of visiting those graves, says Bennett (McNicol 2007b).  Bennett adds, “„When we‟re carrying 
out any work with machinery on the battlefield it‟s very important to remember that it is a burial 
site and has to be properly protected‟” (McNicol 2007b).   
 The battle anniversaries include not only a re-enactment of the historic event but also 
express certain symbolic activities that represent the perseverance of Scottish cultural heritage.  
For example, in 2007, a local piper performed tunes for an hour at the Memorial Cairn (McNicol 
2007c).  The bagpipe was a forbidden instrument after the Battle of Culloden.  On one level, the 
time and specific location within the battlefield makes the event as a kind of requiem for the 
dead.  But symbolically, the choice of the bagpipe at the battlefield marks the long-term triumph 
of Scottish heritage and a continued connection with the Jacobite rebellion, even in the face of a 
crushing military defeat.  
 As mentioned earlier, archaeological projects at Culloden Battlefield are used to bring a 
fresh interpretation of the historic event; and this is done by re-examining oral and historical 
information with the cultural landscape.  One example is an archaeological survey using 
historical maps.  Observes archaeologist Tony Pollard (2009a:40), 
Battle maps have the potential to provide important sources of information for the 
archaeologist seeking to locate sites of battle and to interpret the evidence 
contained within these landscapes of conflict… [have] also highlighted that, just 
like any other historical source, they are not infallible, and the failure of most of 
them to display details on relief has already been noted. 
 
Each type of evidence can have incomplete or even inaccurate information.  Researchers must 
revisit primary sources to confirm or modify earlier interpretations of the past.  Otherwise, a 
skewed understanding could discredit the social significance of a heritage site, or even 
manipulate data for political reasons.  Researchers and interpreters must be vigilant with 
61 
 
archaeological investigations so that they do not create misinformation for public interpretation, 
especially at “unique and precious landscape” like Culloden (Pollard 2009a:41). 
 The archaeological investigations of Culloden Battlefield in April 2005 not only provided 
greater understandings of the historical event, but also a new source of valid data that are “less 
distorted by both the fog of war and the sometimes less than impartial attentions of historians” 
(Pollard 2009b:161).  As a follow-up to archaeological work conducted in 2000 for a television 
series, Two Men in a Trench, this project‟s main purpose was to help in the “re-display of the 
battlefield and the interpretation presented to visitors;” the data from the archaeology was central 
in the process of finding a new location for the Visitor Center, (Pollard 2009b:130).  Beginning 
with historical documents, such as the maps discussed above, and then proceeding with metal 
detector surveys, archaeologists provided more in-depth information about high-profile and 
lesser known areas of the battlefield.   
 Place-based narratives at Culloden Battlefield weave together interpreted archaeological, 
oral, and historical information and create the battlefield as a socially significant site.  Although 
recent efforts create an interpretation that incorporates both Jacobite and English perspectives, 
the site remains primarily a Scottish cultural heritage site.  Still, the new Visitor Center stated 
mission is broader and rooted in a data-based approach; it is to bring alive the past by 
“incorporating the latest historical and archaeological evidence … through fresh eyes” (The 
National Trust for Scotland 2011g). 
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Battle of Fallen Timbers 
While Culloden is a high-profile battlefield that is considered mainly a Scottish cultural 
heritage site, the Battle of Fallen Timbers was part of the Northwestern Indian War.  For this 
chapter, this battle is viewed primarily as a colonial conflict between Americans and 
Confederacy of Native Americans led by Miami Chief Little Turtle.
2
   Supported mostly by local 
Ohioans, today Fallen Timbers battlefield is a National Historic Landmark, but with local public 
ownership and interpretation.  Archaeological data from the recent surveys and excavations have 
been used not so much to learn about specific stories that occurred during the battle but rather its 
exact location.  By locating the battlefield and its primary “hot spots” of combat, interpreters and 
visitors have a more “authentic” experience of visiting a sacred site in American history.  The 
following information about the battle‟s history comes from secondary sources; information 
about on-site interpretation of battlefield comes from the official battlefield website of the 
Metroparks of the Toledo, Ohio Area, email correspondence with personnel from the battlefield, 
published newspaper articles, a general management plan, and history books for the lay public.   
 The Battle of Fallen Timbers, on August 20, 1794, is considered the first battle of the 
Northwestern Indian War.  Some historians also make the Battle of Fallen Timbers as the last 
battle of the American Revolutionary War because it ended British colonial expansion in what is 
now considered part of the United States (e.g., Adams and Peckham 1943; Tebbel 1972).  Under 
the command of General Anthony Wayne, 3,000 Kentucky cavalrymen and infantry regulars 
engaged an estimated 1,500 men from a confederation of the Ohio and Great Lakes Indian tribes 
(including members from the Delaware, Miami, Ottawa, Potawatomi, Shawnee, and Wyandot) 
and 70 whites from Canada (Rajtar 1996:190).  In less than one hour, the American forces 
                                                          
2
 The Battle of Fallen Timbers is also part of a conflict between two colonizers: the United States and British.  In 
1794 the British built Fort Miami, which is in United States territory.  Consequently, the British were in violation of 
the 1783 Treaty of Paris.    
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defeated the tribal forces, losing 31 soldiers.  An estimated 50 men from the tribal side were 
killed.  Immediately after the Battle of Fallen Timbers, the tribes fled to Fort Miamis, which the 
British commanded.  The British denied the tribes‟ request for help and shot “any native who 
tried to enter over the fort‟s walls” (Rajtar 1996:190).  The Battle of Fallen Timbers led to the 
Treaty of Greeneville, “which opened more than half of Ohio to white settlement” (Switzer 
1998a; Washburn 1975:163).  The battle allowed the areas of Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and 
Ohio to be “settled by Americans rather than the British” (Rizzo 1999).  Overall, the battle led to 
the “dispossession of American Indian tribes and a loss of colonial territory for the British 
military and settlers” (MPDT and NPS 2006:1). 
 From 1794 to the early 1900s, “relatively little human activity” occurred on the 
battlefield except for farming (MPDT and NPS 2006:12).  It was not until the 1930s that Fallen 
Timbers battlefield was set aside for preservation (Rizzo 1999).  During that time, a memorial 
was placed on a bluff because “many speculated that the battle took place on the high spot and 
the floodplain below” (MetroParks of the Toledo Area 2011).  In 1966, the battlefield was listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places.  Today, there are three on-site monuments and a 
natural feature as forms of on-site interpretation.  The first monument is a “ten-foot bronze statue 
of General Wayne with an Indian guide to the right and a settler to the left, which is mounted on 
a 15-foot granite pedestal” (MPDT and NPS 2006:2).  The other two markers are stone markers 
for memorializing the Americans and American Indians who died at the battle.  Turkeyfoot Rock 
is a natural feature, originally from the Maumee River and was later moved by people onto the 
now designated battlefield, and is used as “the site of offerings and ceremonies” by different 
groups of people.  According to American Indian accounts and “representatives of the American 
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Indian Intertribal Association,” this rock was linked to the historic battle (MPDT and NPS 
2006:2).     
 As in the case of Culloden Battlefield, the threat of land development led to an increase 
interest to preserve Fallen Timbers but two problems arose, the first of which was the exact 
location of the battlefield.  After ten years of archaeological investigation, archaeologist Michael 
Pratt concludes that the “battle took place about a mile north of where historians originally 
believed it happened” (The Columbus Dispatch (Associated Press) 1996).  Because the area of 
archaeological investigation has been a plowed field for over 200 years, only musket flint, 
bayonets, buttons, and other small objects associated with the American army remain at the site 
(Switzer 1998a).  Pratt argues that these artifacts indicate the area was a battlefield.  Some local 
researchers, however, disagree.  One in particular, David Stothers, counters that the Battle of 
Fallen Timbers might have been fought in two places.  Stothers believes, however, that Pratt is 
the “first to define some of the main perimeters of the battle, and possibly identifying the most 
fierce „hot spot‟” (The Columbus Dispatch (Associated Press) 1996).   
 The second problem related to the preservation of Fallen Timbers was who would 
manage the site.  The recently discovered battlefield location is in Maumee County but the City 
of Toledo is the landowner.  The city had plans to develop the area for a shopping mall (Switzer 
1998b).  During the mid-1990s debates arose as to whom should preserve the battlefield.  To 
increase its likelihood of someone who would preserve it, its social significance increased to that 
of a “„nationally significant historic site,‟” according to the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation in 1998 (Switzer 1998b).  Referring to Fallen Timbers and Fort Miamis, 
archaeologist Pratt also called the places “„nationally historic sites‟” (Rizzo 1999).  Even the 
Director of the National Park Service (NPS), Roger Kennedy, remarked that Fallen Timbers is 
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like the other landmarks that help “us understand the conditions that shaped our country and 
[help] us communicate our past to our children” (Switzer 1996).  Yet, a year earlier Kennedy did 
not think Fallen Timbers “is worth designation as a national park” (The Columbus Dispatch 
(Associated Press) 1995).  Instead, since 1999, Fallen Timbers battlefield has a NPS affiliation 
but is run by the Metroparks of the Toledo Area.   
 Today, Fallen Timbers Battlefield offers visitors limited on-site interpretation and 
anniversary events at the actual historic location.  The legislative purpose of the historic site is 
“to recognize, preserve and interpret U.S. military history and Native American culture between 
1794 and 1813” (MetroParks of the Toledo Area 2011).  The current interpretation “[respects] 
both the American army and the Indian side” (Switzer 1998c).  The memorial of General Wayne 
represents both a “long time effort to memorialize events of Fallen Timbers” and is a “symbol of 
recognition and reconciliation for American Indians” (MetroParks of the Toledo Area 2011).   
According to the General Management Plan in 2006, future interpretative plans include more on-
site interpretation, brochures, and living history programs.  All of these would be related to the 
primary interpretative themes, and of the eleven, three are of particular interest and quoted 
below: 
1. Events associated with the Battle of Fallen Timbers illustrate America‟s 
domineering approach to other cultures and ethnic groups. 
2. The United States‟ direction of the Wayne campaign and its aftermath 
represents a foundation of U.S. foreign policy and the stimulus for “Manifest 
Destiny” and the expansion of the central government. 
3.  Commemoration of the Battle of Fallen Timbers illustrates changing and 
differing views and approaches to collective memory, symbols, and myths from 
generation to generation (MPDT and NPS 2006:6). 
 
Fallen Timbers battlefield is not only a nationally significant place in American history, but it is 
also a location for different personal memories and cultural heritages to interact and remember 
the historic event. 
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 Compared with Culloden Battlefield, the scale and level of battle anniversaries at Fallen 
Timbers Battlefield are on a much smaller scale because of its recently increased social 
significance and profile among the cultural landscapes in America.  The threat of development 
and the archaeological investigations verifying the actual location of the battlefield have 
contributed greatly to the recent preservation of and interpretation interests in Fallen Timbers as 
a national heritage site.  As a national heritage site it not only deals with the early history of the 
United States but also the westward expansion of white settlers, looking at the dire consequences 
of Manifest Destiny.  Its rarity in American history as part of two wars and its threat of physical 
destruction increased the locals‟ involvement in preserving the battlefield.   Through the use of 
archaeological investigations and historical records, Fallen Timbers Battlefield has gained social 
significance in American history.  Without finding the exact location of the battlefield, the site 
and its history would lose its national and local significance in contemporary society.  What is 
interesting is how Fallen Timbers is not known primarily as an American Indian cultural heritage 
site but an American site of colonial expansion.  Still, the different on-site memorials become 
localized commemoration events for certain groups of people (e.g., Turkeyfoot Rock as a more 
natural-setting monument for American Indians).  More fieldwork during battle commemoration 
and anniversary days may provide more evidence of expressed place-based cultural heritage 
(even conflict heritage) and historical knowledge for participants and witnesses to those events. 
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Battle of Isandlwana 
 Like Culloden and Fallen Timbers, the Isandlwana Battlefield is both a nationally and 
ethnically significant site that only recently has gained interest in its preservation.  While 
historical and oral traditions have been bases for placing markers to memorialize the event, 
archaeology confirms or fills in missing information about the battle.  The following information 
about the battle‟s history comes from secondary sources; information about on-site interpretation 
of battlefield comes from the official battlefield website of the Amafa/Heritage KwaZulu Natal, 
published newspaper articles, and history books.   
The Battle of Isandlwana, on January 22, 1879, is generally considered a British “colossal 
disaster” because of the unexpected success of the Zulu warriors against European colonists 
armed with superb firepower (Nessman 2003).  This battle was part of the Anglo-Zulu War of 
1879, a short war that was “fought over territorial expansion, protection of white pioneers, and 
greed for land” (Lewthwaite 2000).  Confident of easily capturing King Cetshwayo of Zululand, 
the British had “set up an unfortified camp at the base of the small Isandlwana Mountain” 
(Nessman 2003).  With only “short spears and cowhides” (Hill 1994), over 20,000 Zulus 
engaged the British forces who were armed with Martini-Henry rifles, and Zulu warriors killed 
“more than 1,800 men, including the six full companies of the Second Warwickshire Regiment” 
(Dolan 2000).  Only 55 British soldiers and allies survived (Hill 1994).  An estimated 1,000 to 
3,000 Zulu warriors were killed.  Isandlwana is “one of the very few battles in which spears 
defeated rifles” (Carroll 2002). While the Battle of Isandlwana was “arguably the most 
humiliating defeat in British colonial history,” only hours later approximately 3,000 Zulu 
warriors failed to capture nearby Rorke‟s Drift, which 139 British soldiers were defending 
(Vancouver Sun 2007).  While the British public felt “national anger and recrimination” about 
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Isandlwana, they saw “Rorke‟s Drift as a symbol of national „redemption,‟ which followed the 
self-sacrifice‟ of the heroes of Isandlwana” (Lieven 1998:425; e.g., Albrecht 1994; Gump 1994: 
117, 126).  In August of 1879, the British captured Zulu King Cetshwayo, “ending a bloody 
seven-month war with Zulu warriors” (The Australian 2004).  
After the Battle of Isandlwana, the bodies of the killed Zulu warriors were either taken 
away from the battlefield for proper burial in “family cattle kraals” or were left at the battlefield 
“for months until their bones were unceremoniously disposed of by British troops cleaning up 
the sites” (Dynes 2004).  During the months immediately after the battle, the bodies of British 
soldiers and their allies laid on the battlefield “until a column of troops arrived to bury the dead 
beneath the stone cairns” (Hill 1994; Knight 1992).  Some of the bodies were buried underneath 
stone cairns, but none of the 24
th
 regiment, whose bodies remained where they fell for another 
three months before they were buried.  Some of the men‟s bodies were later removed and buried 
elsewhere.  After the Anglo-Zulu War, many people visited the battlefield, where they found  
A disturbing scene, the carnage still evident—overturned wagons, ammunition 
and personal effects scattered about, along with rotting shreds of uniform and the 
bleached bones of humans and animals alike (Williams 2007:347). 
 
By 1883 the battlefield was restored to “some semblance of order” when 298 graves were built, 
each of which had “at least four bodies” (Williams 2007:348). 
Over the decades since the Battle of Isandlwana, the cultural landscape changed in terms 
of marking and remembering the historic event.  During that time, Zulus honored the memory of 
their ancestors who had fought and died at Isandlwana with chicken or goat sacrifices at places 
“where they were believed to have met their deaths” (Dynes 2004).  Other than these memorials 
and commemorations, the landscape was relatively left undisturbed.  Adjacent to the battlefield 
is the Visitor Center, in a historical building, where the now defunct Mackenzie Memorial 
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College was founded in the 1880s.  The Visitor Center displays artifacts and historical records so 
that visitors will “understand how the battle was fought” (Amafa/Heritage KwaZulu-Natal 
2011a).   
Only relatively recently a serious interest emerged in the preservation of the historic 
battlefield because of two main motivations, the first of which was to preserve Zulu cultural 
heritage from commercial development and vandalism of cultural resources (e.g., Harries 1993).  
In 1972, a section of the Isandlwana Battlefield was designated a national monument.  In 1989, 
another portion of the battlefield “became a protected historic reserve” (Williams 2007:349).  
Today, the Amafa/Heritage KwaZulu-Natal, a “provincial heritage conservation agency,” 
manages Isandlwana Battlefield and other heritage sites for KwaZulu Natal (Amafa/Heritage 
KwaZulu-Natal 2011b).  Under the terms of the KwaZulu-Natal Heritage Act of 2008, the 
organization must “provide for the conservation, protection and administration of both the 
physical and the living or intangible heritage resources of the Province of KwaZulu-Natal,” 
including Isandlwana Battlefield (Provincial Legislation of the Province of KwaZulu-Natal 
2009).   
The second motivation for preserving the historic battlefield was to increase eco-tourism 
in South Africa.  Americans Pat Stubbs and Maggie Bryant saw a “potential for eco-tourism” in 
South Africa; and they supervised the construction of the Isandlwana Lodge and currently run 
the facility (Innocenti 2004).  They were inspired by then President Bill Clinton to “invest in a 
foreign land and help an isolated community” (Lewthwaite 2000); and the Amafa KawZulu-
Natal, the organization that now manages the battlefield, and the Mangwe Buthanani Tribal 
Authority were looking for a developer at the time.  A partnership was created with a “simple 
handshake with the Inkosi of the Tribe… that has brought jobs to the local community and will 
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bring revenue to the Tribal Trust for use in building schools, clinics and enhancing the life of 
villagers” (Isandlwana Lodge 2011).  The local tribal chiefs gave permission for the construction 
of the Isandlwana Lodge as long as “Zulu cultural heritage and the character of the landscape be 
respected” (Innocenti 2004).  Completed in 1999, the lodge is shaped like a Zulu shield and 
blends into the landscape.       
 While the preserved historic landscape sets the stage, the place-based narratives are 
performances that use archaeological, historical, and oral resources as credible foundations to tell 
the story of Isandlwana Battle.  People‟s use of archaeological, historical, and oral primary 
sources helps contribute to the understandings and emotional connections with the historic event.  
Their social impacts can be seen in several ways, including the location and type of memorials; 
on-site interpretative talks; and the anniversary practices.  The reactions and responses of these 
place-based narratives can show how Isandlwana battlefield is considered a sacred landscape. 
Of the on-site memorial markers, the recently constructed marker in honor of the Zulu 
warriors highlights the practice to honor properly battle participants.  In 2001, a bronze memorial 
was constructed to honor the Zulu warriors.  The location of the memorial is next to a “buffalo 
thorn tree, which the Zulus believe catches the spirits of the dead in its branches” (Collings 
2007).  The location was also chosen because of the historic “burial site of the many warriors 
who fell in victory there, defending their country against an unwarranted invasion” (Williams 
2007:349).  As on-site historian Robert Gerrard observed, “„It [was] high time the Zulu spirits 
were laid to rest, and given their proper place in history‟” (Dynes 2004).   
 Looking at the descriptions of individuals who published their experiences at the 
Isandlwana Battlefield, I found that the interpretative talks had a profound impact on the visitors, 
especially in how the speakers recreated the historic battle using anecdotes and engaging the 
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visitors‟ senses.  The tour guides use primarily British and Zulu oral histories and personal 
documents of British soldiers to retell the battle (e.g., Collings 2007; Lewthwaite 2000; Innocenti 
2004).  The following except highlights the power of the storyteller at the battlefield for one 
visitor: 
Having gone on the tour with a dose of scepticism, half expecting a monotonous, 
school-text story, I was mesmerised by Rob [Gerrard]'s eloquence and passion. 
His minute-by-minute descriptions bring the battle to life. You can hear the Zulus' 
fearsome war cry, the British army's relentless gunfire, you can feel the heat of 
that summer day, see the gentle swaying of the knee-high grass in the fields, smell 
the blood of more than 4,000 lives lost on both sides in a few hours.  A myriad 
anecdotes and the personal stories of some of the soldiers and officers involved 
complete the historical description and make the tours all the more vivid and 
harrowing (Innocenti 2004).   
  
This visitor‟s experience demonstrates the power of one tour guide in delivering information 
about an historic event.  Much like at Culloden Battlefield, on-site memorials provide powerful 
reminders of specific stories within the overarching narrative about a historic battle but a tour 
guide brings alive the past.  Tour guides are the principle communicating bridges between the 
historical and primary oral accounts of battle participants, and the present-day visitors.   
The murder of David Rattray in 2007, a popular on-site historian and interpreter, brought 
worldwide attraction due to his powerful and moving battlefield talks, underscoring the influence 
of how one person presents information.  For example, Prince Charles of Wales had visited 
Isandlwana shortly after the death of Princess Diana in 1997.  Upon reflection of his tour at the 
historic site, he remarked how Rattray‟s “„legendary story-telling powers were profoundly 
moving and certainly reduced most of his listeners to tears‟" (Claytonm 2007).  Not only did 
Rattray cause emotional responses but he also retold the battle story from the perceptive of the 
Zulus.  According to fellow on-site Isandlwana battlefield interpreter, George Irwin, Rattray had 
emphasized that “it wasn‟t a British defeat but a great Zulu victory” (Collings 2007).  Rattray 
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was an individual who took varied primary sources and delivered the packages of information in 
a certain perspective that resulted in emotional and intellectual responses. 
 The commemorations of the Battle of the Isandlwana are no less influential in the 
perception of the historic event and its cultural landscape for present-day visitors, and the 125
th
 
anniversary demonstrates this clearly.  The 125
th
 anniversary of the battle shows that the historic 
landscape is a focal point for not only official memorialization of the battle participants but also 
a stage to relate the past with present-day conditions in South Africa.  That year a “proper burial” 
was given to the Zulu warriors (Dynes 2004).  Although the ceremony was “designed partly as a 
gesture of reconciliation” (Telegraph 2004), King Goodwill Zwelethini “demanded 
compensation from Britain and other colonial invaders of the Zulu nation to alleviate poverty in 
a Zulu-dominated province of South Africa” (The Australian 2004).  Meanwhile, Prince 
Mangosuthu Buthelezi argued that although South Africa overthrew the white minority, the 
“king still could not take his rightful place in the nation” (The Australian 2004).   
 Much like at Culloden Battlefield, the archaeological investigations at Isandlwana 
Battlefield have provided more refined and accurate information about specific stories or 
individuals within the overarching narrative of the battle.  For example, a 2009 excavation of a 
British soldier‟s grave revealed the identity of that individual, Color-Sergeant M.C. Keane  
(Amafa/Heritage KwaZulu-Natal 2011c).  Nevertheless, some believe that despite the battlefield 
being relatively undisturbed since the historic event, archaeological investigations can only do so 
much in “unravel[ing] some of the battlefield‟s remaining mysteries… [from] a small and 
insignificant haul of relics” (Lock and Quantrill 2002:301).  In relation to the use of 
archaeological data, archaeologist Tony Pollard suggests that archaeological research and 
interpretation should acknowledge that Isandlwana, and other Anglo-Zulu War sites, are as 
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“important as ritual sites in the present as they are as the places were historic conflicts took 
place” (Carman 2001:192).   
 Isandlwana Battlefield is both a Zulu cultural heritage site and a British heritage 
landmark, which the place-based narratives help reinforce and maintain those significant social 
statuses.  Themes of native social identity, continued conflicts in the present, ritual 
commemoration, as well as the role of tourism in preservation and interpretation, are all present 
in this example.  
 
Discussion 
A preliminary overview of the three battlefield case studies reveals that my working 
hypothesis is validated by observations from similar sacred landscapes.  Although they have 
unique historical and contemporary contexts, the three battlefields have similar sacred 
perceptions, as shown by the presence of key words.  Terms related to cultural heritage were the 
most observed, especially when it involved on-site memorials and anniversary practices.  
Although today a more balanced interpretation exists, Culloden Battlefield is still known as a 
Scottish cultural heritage site.  Isandlwana, meanwhile, has an increasing Zulu cultural heritage 
presence at the battlefield.  Nationalism was another frequent reference, especially at Isandlwana 
and Fallen Timbers.  While Isandlwana is a British landmark in colonial history, Fallen Timbers 
is an American milestone in history.   
 I propose two explanations for the high frequency of referring to these three battlefields 
as sacred cultural heritage sites.  First, there may be a correlation between the current location of 
a descendent community and its proximity to a battlefield.  Culloden has a strong Scottish 
presence while Isandlwana has an increasing Zulu heritage interpretation.  Fallen Timbers has 
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little cultural heritage verbiage from descendants of the tribal confederation.  Local Euro-
American Ohioans, instead, are taking the initiative to preserve and interpret the battlefield.  
Second, it may also matter who are the immediate managers or the governing power that 
oversees the historic site.  For example, Fallen Timbers is run by a local American municipality 
with the sanction of national importance conferred by a federal agency, the National Park 
Service.  It is perhaps little wonder then that local Euro-American perspectives are 
overwhelmingly represented in the official commemorations.  Still, the American Indian 
Intertribal Association has a role in the preservation and interpretation of the battlefield; all of 
the battlefields involve multiple perspectives.   
 Based on the literature review, the increased interest in the preservation of the battlefields 
originated from the threat of land development, loss of a cultural heritage, or promotion of local 
eco-tourism.  The actual location of Fallen Timbers could have been developed for commercial 
use, but local Ohioans initiated steps to preserve the battlefield.  The feeling of a social and 
economic decline in Scotland increased the interest and awareness of Culloden Battlefield more 
so than in previous decades.  The preservation of Isandlwana Battlefield resulted from proactive 
approaches to increase local cultural heritage awareness and jobs.   
 An issue that emerged from the literature review is the importance of archaeology, 
history, and oral traditions as credible foundations for place-based narratives, especially when 
on-site interpretation practices are platforms or performances for certain social values, cultural 
heritages, and personal memories.  For example, the recently constructed Zulu memorial marker 
not only signifies a “proper” remembrance for the Zulu warriors at Isandlwana but also serves as 
a stage for South Africans to discuss present day issues related to their local cultural heritage and 
political power.  The battle anniversaries are also forms of current “reconciliation” between the 
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British and South African governments.  The end products of place-based narratives greatly 
impact social beliefs of a battlefield as sacred, but the level and ways archaeology, history, and 
oral traditions are used can contribute greatly to the sacred perception.  These case examples 
demonstrate that the colonial experience across the globe produced battlefields that are 
commemorated in ways that are connected in important ways.  
 This literature-based comparative review is an appropriate start to observe how place-
based narratives affect perceptions of a sacred landscape, but also demonstrates some 
weaknesses that will be addressed in examining my four Montanan case studies.  First, unlike the 
three case studies in this chapter, the Montanan battlefields that were examined have more 
similar characteristics and historical contexts to each other.  These greater similarities allow 
closer observations of the similar and varied forms of sacred perceptions expressed at the 
battlefields.  Second, I observed firsthand current on-site interpretation and anniversary practices 
at each battlefield.  Using a combination of secondary sources about the battles, and primary and 
secondary sources about current on-site interpretation practices at each of the three non-Montana 
battlefields is a good start, but has limitations.  By visiting a battlefield I could see how exactly 
archaeological data, historical records, and oral traditions are presented at these historic sites.  I 
can see and hear words associated with sacredness and fully comprehend their context.  I could 
examine the on-site texts that use sacred verbiage in a comparative manner and consider how 
visitors at the different sites reflected on the battlefields as sacred landscapes.  Third, I 
administered on-site questionnaires to visitors with questions that will include how and why a 
battlefield is significant, if at all, for them.  Fourth, I conducted interviews with individuals 
involved with on-site interpretation or anniversary practices at the Montana case studies.  This 
gathered information provides more in-depth qualitative data on a battlefield‟s social 
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significance.  By having a demographic section for both the questionnaires and interviews I can 
see if there is a correlation between the general types of sacred landscape perception and social 
identities related to a battlefield.  The following literature review chapter provides an overview 
of my Montana battlefield case studies, including their similar and different variables as sacred 
landscapes.   
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Chapter Four:  Overview of Dissertation Case Studies Bear Paw, Big Hole, Little Bighorn, 
and Rosebud Battlefields 
 
 
Image 4.1.  Commemoration Program of the Arikara Old Scouts at Little Bighorn Battlefield 
National Monument in June 2010 (Keremedjiev 2010). 
 
 
Images 4.2.  Commemoration program of Steve Alexander and Mounted Horse Riders at Little 
Bighorn Battlefield National Monument in June 2010 (Keremedjiev 2010). 
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I selected four battlefields in Montana as case studies because all of these places are 
historically related to each other but vary in terms of current on-site interpretation (including 
battle anniversaries), land management, and even their profiles in American society.  These 
battlefields provided an opportunity to explore the inter-relationships between on-site 
interpretation practices, the perception of battlefields as sacred places, and place-based cultural 
heritages and social memories.  
 The four case studies were Nez Perce National Historic Park- Bear Paw Battlefield 
(BEPA); Nez Perce National Historic Park- Big Hole National Battlefield (BIHO); Little 
Bighorn Battlefield National Monument (LIBI); and Rosebud Battlefield State Park (ROBA) 
(Image 4.3).  Though these related battles were conflicts between American forces and American 
 
  
Image 4.3.  The locations of BEPA, BIHO, LIBI, and ROBA in Montana.  Map courtesy of the 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS 2008).   
 
BEPA 
BIHO 
LIBI 
ROBA 
 
79 
 
Indians during the 1870s, each historic site had undergone different interpretation decisions and 
commemoration practices that affected present-day experiences and knowledge of each battle.  
Current interpretation methods ranged from an “undeveloped” park to an extensive on-site 
interpretive program.  Although each battlefield had unique historical and contemporary 
contexts, the four case studies were the results of similar colonial conflicts.  Their similarities 
and historical relatedness made it possible to analyze the varied ways these battlefields were 
interpreted and perceived as sacred landscapes.  Also, these case studies were a convenience 
sample because of feasibility to complete this research in a reasonable timeframe.  The following 
four sub-sections provide a quick historical overview and current interpretation practices at each 
case study.  These battlefields are in chronological order of historical events.  I used secondary 
sources and my participant observations of on-site interpretation for general information on the 
historic battles. 
 
ROBA 
The Battle of the Rosebud, also known as the Battle Where the Girl Saved Her Brother, 
was part of the Great Sioux War of 1876-1877.  This war was part of a series of conflicts 
between the Lakota and the Northern Cheyenne and the United States Government over treaty 
and reservation rights, starting with the Treat of Fort Laramie in 1851.  The Fort Laramie Treaty 
of 1868 gave unceded territory in the South Dakota region, including the sacred site of the Black 
Hills, as hunting grounds for the tribes.  The discovery of gold in the area years later, however, 
resulted in increased illegal encroachment of white settlers in the area.  After a series of failed 
diplomatic attempts to pay for the land and to relocate the involved tribes, the United States 
Government ordered that any Lakota, Northern Cheyenne, and other associated tribes who had 
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not returned to their designated reservations by late January of 1876 would be considered hostile.  
After the deadline had passed, the Grant Administration ordered a military campaign to capture 
any of those American Indians found off the reservations.  The campaign was composed of three 
Army columns under the commands of General Terry from Fort Abraham Lincoln, Colonel John 
Gibbon from Fort Ellis, and General George Crook from Fort Fetterman.  Colonel George Custer 
and his Seventh Cavalry were under the command of General Terry.  The Battle of the Rosebud 
was a conflict between a group of Lakota and Northern Cheyenne and General Crook’s men that 
occurred on June 17, 1876.  The battle was considered an American victory because the army 
was in possession of the battlefield but the Army returned to its base camp, ending its pursuit of 
the American Indian tribes and not joining up with the other two military columns (Montana 
Preservation Alliance 2007).  Other than its relationship to the subsequent Battle of the Little 
Bighorn, the Battle of the Rosebud was significant because of the unprecedented battle tactics of 
the American Indians and the scale of the battle itself.   
For several decades before becoming a state park, Elmer E. Kobold, whose homestead 
ranch is still on the battlefield site, advocated the protection of the battlefield.  During the 1970s 
he lobbied for the battlefield to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
after mining companies had discovered a rich coal deposit underneath his property.  ROBA was 
established as a state park in 1978.  The 3,052-acre park is considered an “undeveloped” site.  
Located near the Tongue River Reservoir, the historic site has a few scattered concrete markers, 
six new interpretative panels in one location, a site map, some picnic tables, and a toilet 
(Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 2010).  Not only does this historic site contain the location of 
the Rosebud battle, but also prehistoric sites (e.g., rock cairns and a bison jump) and the Kobold 
family homestead).    
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Recently, in 2008, ROBA was listed as a National Historic Landmark on the NRHP.  One 
result of this action is growing interest in commemorating the battle anniversary, primarily by 
Northern Cheyenne descendants.  There were some attempts within the last five years, but it may 
be a matter of time before an annual program is established (Bob Peterson, personal 
communication 2010).  The battlefield is still under threat of destruction because the Montana 
Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) owns only the surface rights of the property (Peterson 2006).  In 
2010, the interpretative signs from the 1970s were replaced with new panels.   
 
LIBI 
One of the most famous battles in American history, the Battle of the Little Bighorn was 
part of the Great Sioux War of 1876-77.  The U. S. Army Seventh Cavalry attacked a large 
village of Lakota, Northern Cheyenne, and Arapaho on June 25-26, 1877.  Several of the 
American Indians were the same warriors from the Battle of the Rosebud.  The Battle of the 
Little Bighorn was a major victory for the American Indians.  The battle is also known as 
Custer’s Last Stand and the Battle of the Greasy Grass (Philbrick 2010).  Because of several 
factors, the Battle of the Little Bighorn became a high-profiled event in American history.  Some 
of the factors included the celebrity of Custer during his life, the time of the American centennial 
and westward expansion when the battle occurred, the annihilation of several Army companies 
and the public’s interpretation of their deaths as “martial sacrifice” for Western expansion, and 
Custer’s widow championing his legacy for several decades.   
The first of many official decisions to protect and interpret the Battle of the Little 
Bighorn began in 1879 under General Orders No. 79 when it was designated as Custer 
Battlefield National Cemetery and it was under the jurisdiction of the War Department.  In 1881, 
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a monument was placed on Last Stand Hill above the mass burial of the cavalry soldiers, other 
military personnel, and American Indian scouts hired by the United States Government 
(Mangum 2002).  The battlefield acquired the Reno-Benteen site in 1926 under Public Law No. 
69-117.  Then, in 1940, the National Park Service (NPS) became the governing agency to 
manage the historic site, and six years later the battlefield was redesignated as Custer Battlefield 
National Monument.  Under Public Law No. 102-201 in 1991, the historic site’s name changed 
from Custer Battlefield National Monument to Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument.  
This public law also ordered that an Indian memorial be constructed for the site   
In order to honor and recognize the Indians who fought to preserve their land and 
culture in the Battle of the Little Bighorn, to provide visitors with an improved 
understanding of the events leading up to and the consequences of the fateful 
battle, and to encourage peace among peoples of all races…” (P.L. 102-201) 
(Library of Congress 2013). 
 
Prior to then, the permanent on-site historical markers were interpreted primarily from the non-
American Indian perspective.   
 Currently, visitors can experience a range of interpretative activities, including vehicle 
tours and a visitor center.  During the summer season there are park ranger talks and a movie 
showing throughout the day.  The talk topics focus on the battle and related issues (National Park 
Service 2011a).  The visitor center provides an historical account of events leading up, during, 
and after the battle with artifacts and interpretative signs displayed.  The White Swan Memorial 
Library has research materials on the historic battle and related topics.  Annually, there are 
several activities scheduled around the battle anniversary, including reenactments at and near the 
battlefield site.  For example, the 134
th
 battle anniversary in 2010 was a five-day event that 
included programs for the Arikara, Lakota, Northern Cheyenne, and Friends of the Little Bighorn 
Battlefield.    
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BIHO 
As the first major conflict, the Battle of the Big Hole was part of the Nez Perce War of 
1877 between the non-treaty Nez Perce and the United States Government.  The war was similar 
to the Great Sioux War in that a series of treaties (starting with the Treaty of Walla Walla in 
1855) led to increased illegal encroachment of white settlers into lands set aside for the Nez 
Perce.  Several bands of Nez Perce refused to sign an 1863 treaty; and subsequently, these tribal 
bands were identified as non-treaty members.  The majority of these tribal members were non-
Christian (while the majority of Christian-practicing Nez Perce accepted the treaty).  It took 
fourteen years, however, for the treaty to be signed and enforced.  By then, the non-treaty Nez 
Perce were torn whether to continue roaming outside of their ever-diminishing reservation 
allocation or to return to the reservation.  They decided to return.  On their way to the 
reservation, however, several warriors sought revenge for previous abuses and deaths of tribal 
members by attacking and killing innocent white settlers.  Fearing severe consequences, the non-
treaty Nez Perce decided to flee from the Idaho Territory and head toward their allies, the Crow, 
in the Montana Territory.  A series of conflicts occurred along their trek.  The U.S. Army 
Seventh Infantry, under the command of Colonel Gibbon, caught up to the Nez Perce and 
attacked their village on August 9-10, 1877.  In fact, this infantry was the same one assigned as 
burial detail after the Battle of the Little Bighorn.  The Battle of the Big Hole was considered an 
American victory, but the Army failed to capture the Nez Perce, much like at the Battle of the 
Little Bighorn fourteen months prior (Haines 2007).   
BIHO became incorporated into the Nez Perce National Historical Park (NEPE) in 1992.  
There are two visitor centers, one on-site and the other at Spalding, Idaho (headquarters of 
NEPE).  Year-round the park offers museum exhibits and movies on the historic battle.   At the 
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on-site visitor center, tourists can see exhibits on the Nez Perce and a 26-minute video 
presentation about the battle (National Park Service 2004).  There is also a “Junior Ranger” 
activity for grades one through eight.  Visitors can also go on self-guided tours, with guided tours 
provided during the summer season.  There are two main trails: The Nez Perce Camp Trail and 
the Siege Trail.  The first one is a 1.2-mile trip of where the Nez Perce camped and were 
attacked.  The second trail is a 1-mile trip where the U. S. Army soldiers and civilian volunteers 
held their positions during the later portion of the battle.  Recently, the park opened its renovated 
visitor center during the summer of 2012. 
Every year there is a commemoration program run by tribal members of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars.  Descendants of the U. S. Army Seventh Infantry and civilian volunteers also 
participate.  The cultural heritage activities include a “rider-less horse ceremony, pipe ceremony, 
and traditional drum circle” (National Park Service 2010).  Although open and free to the public, 
filming or photographing of these activities is not allowed during certain portions. 
 
BEPA 
The Battle of Bear Paw was the last major conflict during the Nez Perce War of 1877. 
After a 1,170-mile trek through Idaho, Wyoming, and Montana, the non-treaty Nez Perce were 
only forty miles south of the Canadian border when the United States Army Seventh Cavalry 
commanded by Colonel Nelson A. Miles caught up to them. The battle lasted six days (30 
September 1877 to 5 October 1877) before Chief Joseph reached an agreement with Miles to 
cease fighting. The United States government made the surviving non-treaty Nez Perce examples 
of what happens to American Indians that defy policy.  They exiled the Nez Perce to Oklahoma 
and Kansas for several years before they were allowed to return to their designated reservations 
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in Idaho.  The majority of those exiled died in Oklahoma and Kansas.  Now, Bear Paw 
Battlefield is part of NEPE (Stephanie Martin 2011, elec. comm.).  
Currently, BEPA is designated a national historic landmark on the NRHP.  Today, 
visitors can walk on two trails that have numbered posts corresponding with a self-guided tour 
brochure and observe memorial markers of where key events occurred during the six-day battle.  
Fifteen miles north of the battlefield is the Blaine County Museum in Chinook, Montana.  The 
museum has an artifact exhibit and an audio-visual presentation of the historic event (National 
Park Service 2011b).   
Like at BIHO, an annual commemorative event, organized by Nez Perce members of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, remembers the historic battle.  On the weekend that is closest to the 
six-day battle, living descendants of the non-treaty Nez Perce perform several activities, 
including a pipe ceremony and a rider-less horse parade.  Not only are descendants of the Nez 
Perce participants of these commemorations, but also descendants of the U. S. Army Seventh 
Calvary and civilian volunteers, and anyone else who wishes to be involved.  For example, 
during the 133
rd
 anniversary several members of the Assiniboine and Gros Ventre tribes hosted a 
feast on the battlefield and an evening powwow at Fort Belknap Reservation in honor of the non-
treaty Nez Perce descendants.   
 
Selected Variables of BEPA, BIHO, LIBI, and ROBA 
I analyzed similar colonial battles to measure and compare the sacred perception of a 
heritage site, but their similarities and differences should be considered by looking at three major 
categories of information.  The first category concerned the history of the battles (Table 4.1).  
Although the four battlefield case studies in Montana had unique historical contexts, they were 
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examples of colonizer and colonized conflicts.  For centuries the American colonies, and later 
the United States Government, encroached and conquered sections of the continent inhabited by 
different indigenous cultures.  Though the four selected battlefields were part of the longer 
centuries’ old conflict, in their immediate historical contexts they are part of much shorter wars 
of the nineteenth century.  The second category was the current landownership and the on-site 
interpretation on the public portions of the battlefields (Table 4.2).  Information in this category 
is pertinent to the similar and varied ways that the battlefields are currently maintained and 
interpreted as sacred landscapes.  The main variables were types of place-based narratives and 
public landownership of the battlefields.  The third category was the primary purpose and 
mission statement of each battlefield as defined in the enabling legislation.  Did the purpose of 
each park influence how people relate and understand the significance of the historic landscape?  
I looked at four main variables:  the mission statements of the agencies managing the 
battlefields; the purposes of the battlefields; the mission statements of the battlefields; and land 
management of the battlefields.  The NPS, responsible for BEPA, BIHO, and LIBI, has three 
laws that enable their authority to administer and manage the parks.  These laws are the NPS 
Organic Act of 1916, the General Authority Act of 1970, and under an act to expand Redwood 
National Park in 1978  (California Natural Resources Agency 2002).  It is the first act that 
established the NPS, which includes its purpose and is also a focus of this dissertation: 
The service thus established shall promote and regulate the use of the Federal 
areas known as national parks, monuments, and reservations hereinafter specified 
by such means and measures as conform to the fundamental purpose of the said 
parks, monuments, and reservations, which purpose is to conserve the scenery and 
the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the 
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them 
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. (U.S.C., title 16, sec. 1.) 
(National Park Service 2000). 
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Table 4.1.  Controlling the historical variables of BEPA, BIHO, LIBI, and ROBA. 
Constant Variables Battlefields 
BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Colonial 
Battles 
     
Year of Battle 1877 1877 1876 1876 
~Colonists (Main 
Group) 
American American American American 
~Indigenous Population 
(Main Group) 
Non-treaty 
Nez Perce 
Non-treaty 
Nez Perce 
Northern 
Cheyenne, 
Lakota, 
Arapho 
Northern 
Cheyenne, 
Lakota, 
Arapaho 
~Winner of Battle Colonists Colonists Indigenous Colonists 
~Location of Battlefield Montana Montana Montana Montana 
Battles Part of 
Short-Term 
Wars 
Specific Short-Term 
War 
Nez Perce 
War (1877) 
Nez Perce 
War (1877) 
Great Sioux 
War (1876-
1877) 
Great Sioux 
War (1876-
1877) 
  
 
Table 4.2.  Controlling the place-based narrative variables of BEPA, BIHO, LIBI, and ROBA. 
Constant Variables Battlefields 
BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Types of Place-Based 
Narratives 
Level and Scale of Place-Based 
Narratives (i.e., means of 
presentation) 
    
~Permanent On-Site   
  Interpretation 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 
~On-Site Museums or Visitor  
  Centers 
No Yes Yes No 
~On-Site Tour Talks Yes Yes Yes No 
~Self-Guided Tours Yes Yes Yes Yes 
~Special Interpretation Programs Yes Yes Yes Yes 
~On-Site Markers Yes Yes Yes Yes 
~On-Site Commemorative  
  Practices 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Landownership of 
Battlefield 
Who is Managing the Public 
Interpretation 
NPS NPS NPS MFWP 
Public or Private Ownership Public Public Public Public 
Current Governing Power of 
Country where Battlefield is 
Located 
American American American American 
 
First established in 1895, MFWP (responsible for ROBA) has a similar mission statement as land 
stewards: 
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, through its employees and citizen commission, 
provides for the stewardship of the fish, wildlife, parks and recreational resources 
of Montana while contributing to the quality of life for present and future 
generations (Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 2013).   
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These agencies serve to protect and conserve both natural and cultural resources for the 
enjoyment and understanding of the public.   
 Each battlefield, however, has slightly different purposes and missions statements.  Under 
the Nez Perce National Historical Park Additions Act of 1991 (Public Law No. 102-576), BEPA 
and BIHO became part of NEPE.  Each battlefield, however, was established as an interpreted 
site prior to this act, and each had several managing agencies prior to the current arrangement 
within the NPS.  Per Public Law No. 89-19, NEPE has its own mission statement: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That it is the purpose of this Act to facilitate 
protection and provide interpretation of sites in the Nez Perce country of Idaho 
that have exceptional value in commemorating the history of the Nation.  To 
implement this purpose the Secretary of the Interior may designate as the Nez 
Perce National Historical Park various component sites in Federal and non-
Federal ownership relating to the early Nez Perce culture, the Lewis and Clark 
Expedition through the area, the fur trade, missionaries, gold mining and logging, 
the Nez Perce war of 1877, and such other sites as he finds will depict the role of 
the Nez Perce country in the westward expansion of the Nation… [and] may be 
designated for inclusion in Nez Perce National Historical Park as sites in non-
Federal ownership, and he may assist in the preservation, renewal, and 
interpretation of the properties… [And] To facilitate the interpretation of the Nez 
Perce country the Secretary is authorized to erect and maintain tablets or markers 
in accordance with the provisions contained in the Act approved August 21, 1935, 
entitled "An Act to provide for the preservation of historic American sites, 
buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance, and for other purposes" 
(49 Stat. 666) (Oklahoma State University Library 2013). 
 
Thus, NEPE not only conserves Nez Perce history but also those events related to the history of 
the United States.  BEPA and BIHO follow NEPE’s mission statement.  BIHO is unusual in that 
it is its own entity (with its own Superintendent and still has “national” as part of its official 
name), but is under the jurisdiction of NEPE.   
The main purpose and mission statement of LIBI focuses primarily on the cultural and 
natural resources of the historic battle: 
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The primary purpose of the Monument is to preserve and protect all historic 
resources including land pertaining to the Battle of the Little Bighorn, and to 
provide visitors with an improved understanding of the events leading up to the 
battle, the sequence of activities by both the US Military and Native American 
contingents on June 25-27, 1876, and the historic consequences of the results of 
those fateful days.  The Monument is to be administered and maintained as Little 
Bighorn Battlefield National Monument and Custer National Cemetery.  A related 
purpose of the Monument is to preserve the natural resources of the area (Stops 
and Hammond 2011). 
 
 
Finally, ROBA has a similar mission statement, purpose, and management like the other three 
case studies.  The mission statement of ROBA is to  
Conserve and protect the archeological, historic, natural, pre-historic, recreational, 
and scenic resources of the park for people’s use, enjoyment and understanding 
thereby contributing to the quality of life for all people in perpetuity (Peaks to 
Plains Design PC 2008:4). 
 
 Based on the similar mission statements, purposes, on-site interpretation, and land 
management of the battlefields, these four historic sites are good comparative candidates for this 
dissertation.  The following chapter details the data sources used to observe and test two 
hypotheses.   
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Chapter Five:  Data Sources and Hypotheses 
 
 
 
Image 5.1. Rosebud Battlefield State Park during the summer of 2011 (Keremedjiev 2011a). 
 
 
 
Image 5.2. A summer field school trip from Busby, Montana at Rosebud Battlefield State Park 
during the June of 2011 (Keremedjiev 2011a). 
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Based on the previous literature review chapters regarding battlefields as sacred 
landscapes, this dissertation tested two hypotheses on the ways people emotionally and 
intellectually invested their cultural heritage and historical knowledge at the four Montanan case 
studies.  The case studies were Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument (LIBI); Nez Perce 
National Historical Park- Bear Paw Battlefield (BEPA); Nez Perce National Historical Park- Big 
Hole National Battlefield (BIHO); and Rosebud Battlefield State Park (ROBA).  Were there any 
trends or patterns across the battlefields or was each heritage site unique in terms of place-based 
experiences and understandings?  Were the battlefields perceived by park visitors and personnel 
as sacred landscapes?  If so, which types of sacredness were expressed?  What brought people to 
those places?  Did pilgrims of the battlefields have stronger connections to those places than 
average visitors?   
Conducted in two research phases with required permits,
1
 the three-year dissertation 
(2010-2012) had four parts of analysis:  on-site questionnaires for park visitors, semi-structured 
interviews with park personnel, participant observations, and historical research.  This mixed-
methods approach provides not only measurable results but also a contextual understanding for 
the ways the four battlefields might be continually maintained as sacred landscapes. 
 
First Hypothesis 
 The public landscape portions of the four case studies are preserved and interpreted for 
nationally historic reasons, but would the typical visitor or interpreter place the same heritage 
                                                 
1
 The required permits for this dissertation were the following:  The University of Montana’s Institution Review 
Board approval (IRB 73-11); the National Park Service’s Scientific Research and Collecting Permits for BEPA and 
BIHO (OMB#1024-0236, BIHO-00010, BIHO-2011-SCI-001), and for LIBI (OMB#1024-0236, LIBI-00015, LIBI-
2011-SCI-0001); the Office of Management and Budget National Park Service Programmatic Review (OMB#1024-
0224) for BEPA, BIHO, and LIBI; and equivalent official permission for ROBA.  All minors and those who did 
give their consent as questionnaire participants or interviewees were excluded from the study.   
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values on the cultural landscapes?  Battlefield interpretation is rooted in conflict, with varied 
interpretations of what happened and why.  Could there be, however, a unifying American place-
based heritage among the park visitors and personnel who experience the place?  The following 
null and alternative hypothesis examined these questions. 
Null Hypothesis One:  The four American Indian battlefields are often described 
as sacred landscapes, or hallowed grounds, because of their importance in 
American history as stated in each place’s enabling legislation as a public park; 
and therefore, the greater majority of battlefield visitors and personnel would 
perceive these places as nationally significant as opposed to having other heritage 
values, including cultural, geographical, historical, military, other, personal, and 
spiritual. 
 
Alternative Hypothesis One:  The four American Indian battlefields are often 
described as sacred landscapes, or hallowed grounds, because of their importance 
in American history as stated in each place’s enabling legislation as a public park; 
and therefore, the greater majority of battlefield visitors and personnel would 
NOT perceive these places as nationally significant as opposed to having other 
heritage values, including cultural, geographical, historical, military, other, 
personal, and spiritual. 
 
Before detailing how I examined the data to reject one of these possible hypotheses, I 
clarify and operationalize some of the hypothesis’ terms.  The “greater majority” is 66.7%, or 
more, for park visitors and personnel.  The term “geographical” refers to a social-cultural 
construct of either the physical location, local, Montanan, regional, Western, or international 
importance distinct from the construct indicated by the words American, country, United States 
(US), or national.  Like the term geographical, “historical” excludes references of national events 
in the past. If the battle was perceived as critical to the creation of the United States, it is 
considered “nationally significant” rather than “historically significant.” 
Using my four data sources to make operational the first hypothesis, I coded key words or 
phrases referencing the battlefields as sacred landscapes.
2
  I looked for unique qualifiers 
describing a place based on preconceived categories, which were later modified after gathering 
                                                 
2
 See Table 3.1 on defining types of sacred as a battlefield variable. 
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the data.  I divided the selected words or phrases into five general categories of social values.  
The categories were cultural, national, personal, spiritual, and other social values.  Under the 
category for other I created three sub-categories:  non-national geographical reference, non-
national historical reference, and military reference.  Sometimes a word or phrase seemed to 
contain multiple meanings; therefore, I coded such a response for two or more social values.  For 
example, Questionnaire Participant No. 0098 (0077 of BIHO) answered, “Local to my home. My 
family is Native American,” for the question What is your personal interest or connection to this 
site?  I coded the response as cultural heritage (“Native American”), personal (“my family”), and 
geographical social values (“local to my home”).   Table 5.1 provides a detailed listing of words 
and phrases I coded into the five analytical categories. 
 
Questionnaires 
The on-site questionnaires provided the first line of evidence to test the first hypothesis.  
Because of the nature of this study, I was interested in generalizing the experiences and reactions 
of park visitors to the battlefields during the height of tourist season, which is during or around 
the battle anniversaries.  The questionnaires offered broad qualitative and quantitative data on 
visitors’ intellectual and emotional responses to battlefields as sacred places.  This approach was 
taken because questionnaires engage with “samples of a population to learn about the 
distribution of characteristics, attributes, or beliefs” (Marshall and Rossman 2006:125).   
A questionnaire or survey is a method for “collecting information from or about people to 
describe, compare, or explain their knowledge, attitudes, and behavior” (Fink 2003:1).  Although 
the questionnaires provided information on general trends in a convenient data-gathering 
manner, there are limitations.  Data from questionnaires cannot explain “complex social 
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Table 5.1: Examples of keywords and phrases park visitors and personnel used to describe the 
sacredness of the case studies. 
Type of Social Value Expressed Terms 
Cultural (concerns an individual’s own cultural 
association with a battlefield) 
ancestors; birthright; community; cultural; customs; 
descendants; ethnic; expressions; habit; heritage; history; 
legacy; lifestyle; social; society; tribal/non-tribal names 
National (sees a battlefield as important in American 
history and/or identity) 
American; American heritage; American identity; civic; 
civil; civilization; commonwealth; country; democratic; 
domain; domestic; empire; fatherland; federal; 
government; internal; landmark; motherland; municipal; 
nation; national; national heritage; national identity; 
nationwide; our/ours; our history; patriotic; public; 
republic; sovereignty; United States; United States 
heritage; United States identity 
Personal (references to an  individual’s personal 
relationship with a battlefield) 
adulthood; ancestors; birthright; childhood; descendants; 
homeland; I/we; individual; legacy; memories; mine/our; 
own; personal; private; reflection; remember 
Spiritual (has a closer to religious meanings) blessed; consecrated; dead; deceased; deity; devotional; 
ghost; God; godly; hallowed; heavenly; hellish; holy; 
immortal; incorporeal; nonphysical; pious; religious; 
reverend; sacred; sacrosanct; saintly; sanctified; spirits; 
spiritual 
Other (contains neutral terms about the specialness of a 
battlefield) 
extraordinary; gender terms; honor; landmark; 
memorial; particular; power; powerful; secular; 
significant; singular; special; unique; venerable 
Other Sub-Category:  Geographical Reference other than 
national significance (the physical location, tangible 
value) 
existed, local; place; regional; sense; site; space; state; to 
see; to visualize; Western 
Other Sub-Category:  Historical Reference other than 
national significance 
event, historical references outside of the battlefields 
(e.g., Lewis & Clark, Great Plains); history; past 
Other Sub-Category:  Military Reference other than 
national significance 
Air Force; Army; battlefields; battles; Coast Guard; 
conflict; Marines; military, National Guard; Navy; 
retired military; served; staff ride; veteran    
 
 
relationships or intricate patterns of interaction” (Marshall and Rossman 2006:126).  For 
distributing the questionnaires, it is best to use a probability strategy to have a more 
representational sample.  It is also a good method to aim for large samples.  Because it is 
impossible to foresee every variable of a population (Marshall and Rossman 2006:25), regardless 
of the sampling strategies, researchers must be vigilant of a skewed sample.  Because of the 
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focus on comparative attitudes displayed between populations at the different battlefields, 
however, a questionnaire provided a vehicle to explore differences in values.  During the 
summers of 2011 and 2012, I administered to volunteering park visitors the on-site 
questionnaires at the four battlefields.  The questionnaires had the same questions but different 
battlefield names.  Appendix A reproduces the on-site questionnaire from BEPA as an example.   
 To account for the biases of my sample of participating park visitors at the four 
battlefields, I maintained a questionnaire log.  Whether by observing or asking directly, I 
gathered the following information on all adults whom I approached.  First, I logged the day and 
time when I first introduced myself to an individual about my research.  While being stationed at 
different outdoor locations (e.g., by the visitor center, at a parking lot) at each battlefield, I 
approached every 5
th
 individual during different hour-long intervals of time (e.g., weekday 
mornings, weekend afternoons).  Because of relatively few daily park visitors at BEPA and 
ROBA, I approached all adults whenever I was not engaged with a questionnaire participant.  
Because of uneven visitor traffic on certain days, times, and locations at BIHO and LIBI, I either 
approached all adults or every fifth adult whenever not dealing with participating volunteers.  
Occasionally, some park visitors approached me to do the questionnaire, which I allowed them to 
complete and logged them accordingly.  I also kept records on the specific battlefield location 
and the hours when I administered the questionnaire each day.  Appendix B has more detailed 
information on the location(s) of the questionnaire station at each battlefield.   Second, I noted 
whether an individual was alone or with a group.  I let all adults within a group participate 
because each person might have different responses to the questionnaire.  Although the protocol 
required participants to be over the age of 18 years old, I did keep track whether one or more 
children were present with an adult participant.  Third, I kept track if an individual participated 
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or declined to take my questionnaire.  Fourth, for imperfect but non-intrusive demographic 
information, I attempted to record all approached adults’ gender, ethnicity, and current state or 
country of residency (which was based on an adult’s verbal response or car license plate, 
although the latter was a less than perfect proxy for residency, because some vehicles could have 
been rentals).  Fifth, I asked the reason why an individual visited the park.  Sometimes after a 
participant completed the questionnaire and I delivered my research synopsis, the individual 
elaborated upon his/her thoughts about the battlefield.  I then paraphrased those remarks under 
the category, “Additional Comments.”  I then created a digital, coded record of the questionnaire 
log with additional categories (i.e., remarks about on-site interpretation, weather and 
temperature, my own participant observations of park visitors and battlefield events). 
I used online software from Raosoft, Inc. (2004) to calculate sample sizes required to 
ensure no more than a 5% error in results, given an estimated size of the total population of 
visitors. Table 5.2 breaks down the sample size required for each of the battlefields using the 
Raosoft Sample Size Calculator.  Information on park visitorship during an average two-week 
period in 2010 at each of the battlefields came from internal park records (personal 
communication Marvin Dawes 2010, Stephanie Martin 2010, Bob Peterson 2010, and Mandi 
Wick 2010).  Based on this approach, I should have a total number of 691 responses for my 
questionnaire from all of the battlefields to minimize potential random error.  In practice, I was 
generally able to exceed the minimum by a wide margin. 
Table 5.2. Sample size for questionnaire participants at each of the battlefields. 
Battlefield 
Site 
Population Size 
during an 
Average Two-
Week Period 
Confidence 
Level 
Margin 
of Error 
Response 
Distribution 
Aimed Sample Size 
for Statistical 
Significance 
Actual 
Sample 
Size 
BEPA 300 95% 5% 50% 118 116 
BIHO 2,050 95% 5% 50% 227 393 
LIBI 12,500 95% 5% 50% 261 394 
ROBA 175 95% 5% 50% 85 153 
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I approached 1,914 adults, of whom 1,056 participated in my questionnaire.  I had an overall 
response rate of 55.2% for all of the battlefields.  The response rate for each battlefield is the 
following:  BEPA was 116/174 for 66.7%; BIHO was 393/853 for 46.1%; LIBI was 394/691 for 
57.0%; and ROBA was 153/196 for 78.1%.  Appendix C lists the demographics of gender, 
ethnicity, and residency as reported by questionnaire participants and approximated 
demographics for non-participants from the questionnaire log.  All participants were volunteers, 
whose personal information was kept confidential.  Participants filled out a questionnaire and 
submitted their completed form inside a provided envelope.  Each night I coded and entered the 
responses into a Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet.    
 The questionnaire participants of the four battlefields had varied demographics.
3
  Of the 
1,056 participants, 634 (or 61.8%) were male and 442 (or 38.2%) were female (Chart 5.1).  As 
for educational background, the largest percentage (28.0% or N = 296) were college graduates 
followed by individuals with an advanced degree (24.9% or N = 263) (Chart 5.2).  Under the 
demographic of ethnicity, those who self-identified as White were a significant majority (88.8% 
or N = 938) (Chart 5.3).
4
  The largest minority group was American Indians or Alaskan Native at 
5.9% (N = 62).  Some participants selected more than one ethnic identification option.  The age 
demographic had a bell curve distribution from 18 years old to 101 years old (Chart 5.4).  The 
largest percentage (19.3% or N = 204) was between the years of 60 and 66, followed by 19.2% 
(N = 203) between the ages of 53 and 59 years old.  A large majority of 72.5% (N = 766) had 
never served in the military (Chart 5.5).  To compare possible residency patterns (Wikipedia 
Foundation, Inc. 2012), I used the Standard Federal Regions to divide specific American states 
and territories into ten regions for 910 participants (Table 5.3).  Appendix E has detailed  
                                                 
3
 Appendix D contains a detailed table on the demographics of questionnaire participants. 
4
 The actual questionnaire defined this demographic as either an ethnicity or race.  The dissertation refers to this 
demographic as ethnicity. 
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Chart 5.1.  Gender demographic of all questionnaire participants.  (N = 1,056)
 
 
 
Chart 5.2.  Education demographic of all questionnaire participants.  (N = 1,056) 
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Chart 5.3.  Ethnicity demographic of all questionnaire participants.  (N = 1,056) 
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Chart 5.4.  Age demographic of all questionnaire participants.  (N = 1,056) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 5.5.  Military service demographic of all questionnaire participants. (N = 1,056) 
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Table 5.3.  Table of current residency of 910 questionnaire participants under ten regions for 
American states and territories. 
By Region States or Territories under Region Grand Total Percentage 
I Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, Vermont 
10 1.10% 
II New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands 8 0.88% 
III Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia, West Virginia 
26 2.86% 
IV Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee 
48 5.27% 
V Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin 132 14.51% 
VI Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas 48 5.27% 
VII Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska 38 4.18% 
VIII Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, 
Wyoming 
327 35.93% 
IX Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Guam, American 
Samoa, Northern Mariana Islands, Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands 
101 11.10% 
X Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington 172 18.9% 
Grand Total 910   
 
 
 
 
Table 5.4.  Table of current residency of 78 questionnaire participants under from non-American 
countries. 
Country Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Australia 11 3 0 8 0 
Austria 1 0 1 0 0 
Belgium 1 0 1 0 0 
Brazil 1 0 0 1 0 
Canada 36 7 1 23 5 
Denmark 1 0 0 0 1 
England 2 0 1 1 0 
Finland 1 0 1 0 0 
France 1 0 0 1 0 
Germany 8 0 6 0 2 
Holland 1 0 1 0 0 
Ireland 2 0 1 0 1 
Netherlands 2 0 0 2 0 
New Zealand 1 0 0 1 0 
Norway 4 0 0 4 0 
United Kingdom 6 0 1 5 0 
Grand Total 78  
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residency demographics of specific American states and territories within each region.  The 
largest percentage was for Region VIII with 35.9% (N = 327), followed by Region X with 18.9% 
(N = 172).  These two areas are ten states located in the northern plains, northern Rockies, and 
northwest coast.  Sixty-eight participants could not be classified, because they wrote “USA” as 
their current country of residency.  The remaining 78 participants came from non-American 
countries or territories (Table 5.4).  Canadians were the largest percentage of non-USA 
participants with 46.2% (N = 36).   
The questionnaire had similar questions as in the interview guide for park personnel (see 
next sub-chapter section Semi-Structured Interviews), but focused more on why the participant 
visited a battlefield site and which interpretation methods were more effective for conveying 
information.  The questionnaire had three sections: 
 Questions Related to Visiting the Battlefield 
 General Questions Related to Visiting Heritage Sites 
 Demographic Information 
 
The participants were asked how they connect with the cultural landscape through the interpreted 
cultural-heritage activities.   
 To evaluate Hypothesis One and its alternate, I used four questions from the 
questionnaire.  For each question, I looked at the frequency and likelihood of park visitors 
expressing a certain type of heritage value.  The four selected questions were under two 
categories.  The first category was of participants’ responses before visiting the battlefields 
(Questions 1H1, 1H2, and 1H3), and the second category was during and after they visited the 
battlefields (Question 1H4).  The following shows how I operationalized the analysis of the four 
questions. 
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1H1:  Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]? 
 I evaluated this open-ended question in the following way.  I gave a score of one if a 
response were considered under any of the following categories: cultural, national history, 
personal, spiritual, and other.  For the other category, I had three sub-categories labeled non-
national geographical reference, non-national historical reference, and military reference.  Any 
other reference to a battlefield besides the listed categories was placed under the other category.  
I scored zero if a response did not fall under any of the categories. Table 5.5 provides a brief 
example of scoring for this question.   
 
Table 5.5.  A brief example of operationalizing Question 1H1 for the first hypothesis. 
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0372 (0110 of LIBI) History 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0454 (0192 of LIBI) Bring grandkids 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0551 (0053 of BEPA) Nez Perce Trail 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
 
 
1H2:  What is your personal interest or connection to this site? 
I operationalized this question in the same manner as Question 1H1.  I gave a score of 
one if a response were considered under any of the listed above categories; and a score of zero if 
a response did not fall under any of the categories. 
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1H3:  How important are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you? 
 I kept the same Likert scale scores given by the participants for this question.  Table 5.6 
is a brief example of how these responses were organized for this question: 
 
Table 5.6.  Example of how the Likert question was operationalized for the first hypothesis. 
Participant No. (Battlefield No.) Cultural National Personal Spiritual Other 
0372 (0110 of LIBI) 5 5 5 5 5 
0454 (0192 of LIBI) 5 5 1 1 1 
0551 (0053 of BEPA) 4 4 3 3 3 
 
 
1H4:  Did you learn anything new today about [the specific battlefield]? 
I operationalized this question like Question 1H1.  I gave a score of one if a response 
were considered under any of the listed above categories; and a score of zero if a response did 
not fall under any of the categories. 
Each of the defined heritage values was an independent variable to each other.  I could 
compare by the percentage of participants who had stronger or less than expressed feelings about 
a specific heritage value for non-parametric statistics.  I was interested in the frequent 
opportunities for expressing a heritage value.  Were certain heritage values expressed more 
frequently before or after a park visitor’s tour of a battlefield?  The results of this evidence are 
presented in the next chapter. 
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Semi-Structured Interviews 
While park visitors’ responses provided a broad spectrum of those who experienced a 
battlefield for a short period, park personnel had a long-term relationship to the same site.  
Would their perceptions of the battlefields as sacred landscapes differ from park visitors; and if 
so, in what ways?  As the second component of data gathering for the first hypothesis, I 
conducted semi-structured interviews with battlefield personnel.  The interviews provided an 
important avenue to understand why battlefields are considered sacred by managers and 
interpreters, and in what ways they create and reinforce those perceptions.  Ethnographic 
interviews offer insightful information on people’s lived experiences and the meanings they draw 
from those experiences (Seidman 1998).  Interviewing also allows researchers access to 
information to provide context for their observations (Weiss 1994).  I conducted the interviews 
from 2011 to 2012.   
In order to gain access and permission for the dissertation, I used the snowball approach 
to find gatekeepers and informants.  I employed the snowball technique because I did not know 
beforehand which individuals might provide relevant information but also who are representative 
of the target population.  I contacted via email the park superintendents or managers of each 
battlefield site.  Each of them then forwarded my email to personnel who dealt with on-site 
interpretation or cultural resources.  I also contacted the park staff by telephone.  Also, my 
historical analysis research revealed names of park personnel whose contributions to the 
interpretation of these sites made them good sources of information for this dissertation. 
The interviewees were park personnel involved with on-site administration and/or 
interpretation and/or management of cultural or natural resources.  These individuals were 
relevant for my research because they directly, or indirectly, affected the ways the battlefields are 
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perceived as sacred places through on-site year-long (“permanent”) interpretation or an annual 
(“temporary”) interpretation.  Table 5.7 breaks down my interviewees by battlefield for the first 
and second rounds of questions.  Thirty-two people volunteered for the semi-structured 
interviews in 2011 and 2012.  Of the thirty-two interviewees, sixteen individuals replied via 
email to the follow-up questions in 2012.   
 
Table 5.7.  Total participation in the semi-structured interviews and follow-up email questions. 
Battlefield Site Number of Interviewees for First Round Number of Interviewees for Second Round 
BEPA 4 3 
BIHO 12 7 
LIBI 13 5 
ROBA 3 1 
Grand Total 32 16 
 
 
I had a small sample size for my interviews because of two factors.  First, there were not 
many individuals at each battlefield involved with on-site cultural interpretation or performance 
of battle anniversaries.  Second, logistical barriers reduced the total number of potential 
interviews.  I conducted on-site interviews during a two-week stay at each battlefield in 2011 and 
a three-week stay at each battlefield in 2012.  Not every potential interviewee was available 
during those times.  As an alternative, I sometimes returned at a later time or conducted a 
telephone interview.  Individuals were digitally audio-taped during the thirty-minute interviews.  
Prior to the interview, each volunteer signed a University of Montana Institution Review Board 
approved consent slip and were anonymous until they requested otherwise (Appendix F).  
Because this was voluntary participation, interviewees did not have to answer all of the 
questions, including demographic information.  The interview consent slip had a demographic 
section, which included categories for gender, education, ethnicity, age, military service, and 
current place of residency, military service, and distance traveled to visit the battlefield.  Charts 
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5.6 through 5.11 have detailed interviewee information from the first round of questions.  
Appendix G has a detailed table on the demographics of the interviewees.   
 Based on word choices from the semi-structured interviews and follow-up emails, I 
organized the responses into five themes.  Like the questionnaires for park visitors, the five 
themes are different types of place-based significance for the battlefields.  These significances 
are cultural, national, personal, spiritual, and other heritage values.   
After signing the permission slip for participation, each interviewee answered a series of 
questions under three topic areas during the first interview round: 
 Questions related to interpretation and management of the battlefield 
 Questions related to informing visitors about the battlefield 
 Questions related to battlefield with a personal connection 
 
 
A second interview round was conducted via email.  Here, interviewees were asked a series of 
follow-up questions.  These questions focused more on interviewees’ opinions on the actual and 
ideal purpose(s) of the battlefields.  Appendix H provides the interview questions during the first 
round; Appendix I provides the email template for a series of follow-up questions.  There were a 
variety of questions, including open-ended ones.  This variety provided both quantitative and 
qualitative responses as the informant answered a topic.     
To test the first hypothesis, I looked at five questions from the first round of interviews.  
The five questions are the following that the thirty-two interviewees answered. 
 Is this place of ethnic or cultural heritage important to you?  
 Is this place of national heritage importance to you?  
 Is this place of personal importance to you?  
 Is this place of spiritual importance to you?  
 Any other reason of significance to you?  
 
108 
 
If an interviewee responded, “Yes,” to any of the above questions, I tallied a score of one for any 
mentioned heritage value for quantitative purposes and transcribed the response in Microsoft 
Word 2010 and NVIVO 9 for qualitative analyses. 
With direct responses from park visitors and personnel, I turned to my participant 
observations and historical research to provide contextual information for any emerging patterns 
at the battlefields. 
 
Chart 5.6.  Chart of gender demographics of interviewees.  (N = 32) 
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Chart 5.7.  Chart of education demographics of interviewees.  (N = 32) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 5.8.  Chart of ethnicity demographics of interviewees.  (N = 32) 
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Chart 5.9.  Chart of age demographics of interviewees.  (N = 32) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 5.10.  Chart of military service demographics of interviewees.  (N = 32) 
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Chart 5.11.  Chart of residency demographics of interviewees.  (N = 32) 
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focusing on one particular group over another, I moved between them.  Whenever I participated 
in an activity for the public, I acted like tourist, taking pictures of the battlefield while listening 
for how visitors responded to the different on-site interpretations.  I spent approximately two or 
three weeks at each site during the first research phase (2010-2011).  I did participant 
observations during both non-commemoration and anniversary days.  Tables 5.8 and 5.9 show 
how I typically spent a day at each of the battlefields, usually arriving around 9am and leaving 
around 5pm.   
 
Table 5.8. Typical set of participant observation activities on a non-anniversary or non-
commemoration day at the case studies. 
Battlefield Morning Afternoon Evening 
BEPA Random walk sample of 
battlefield 
Random walk sample 
of battlefield 
Wrote field notes; 
uploaded 
photographs, and 
researched historical 
documents 
BIHO Continuous observation of ranger 
talks; random walk sample of 
battlefield; or researched 
historical documents 
Continuous 
observation of ranger 
talks; random walk 
sample of battlefield; 
or researched 
historical documents 
Wrote field notes; 
uploaded 
photographs, and 
researched historical 
documents 
LIBI Continuous observation of ranger 
talks; random walk sample of 
battlefield; or researched 
historical documents 
Continuous 
observation of ranger 
talks; random walk 
sample of battlefield; 
or researched 
historical documents 
Wrote field notes; 
uploaded 
photographs, and 
researched historical 
documents 
ROBA Random walk sample of 
battlefield 
Random walk sample 
of battlefield 
Wrote field notes; 
uploaded 
photographs, and 
researched historical 
documents 
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Table 5.9. Typical set of participant observation activities on an anniversary or 
commemoration day at the case studies. 
Morning Afternoon Evening 
Networked with park personnel 
and individuals involved with 
commemoration events; 
conducted continuous 
observations and random walk 
sample of commemoration 
events 
Continuous 
observation and 
random walk sample 
of commemoration 
events 
Wrote field notes; 
uploaded 
photographs, and 
researched historical 
documents 
 
 
During my stay at the battlefields, I examined my observations to gain understanding the 
ways the interpreted cultural landscape influenced visitors’ impressions, knowledge, and 
experiences of each place.  Later in the analysis process, I returned to these observations to look 
for patterns or trends after information from other data sources was available.  
In terms of my short-term visits spent at each battlefield, the quick ethnographic method 
was appropriate for this research.  The quick ethnographic approach looks at “things and ideas” 
as “qualitatively different phenomena” (Handwerker 2001:5).  Although time is a factor, the 
approach emphasizes the quality of this research design and its execution because it focuses on 
the ideas behind human actions.  I conducted the quick ethnographic method for two reasons.  
First, because of the timeframe for this dissertation research and the seasonality of tourism in 
Montana, I had short-term visits during the peak of tourism season for each of the battlefields.  
Second, I observed a type of cultural heritage that brought park visitors of diverse backgrounds 
at one battlefield for short periods of time (whether thirty minutes or two weeks).  Both 
descendants and non-descendants of battle participants have remembered the past at each 
battlefield, the central location for all visitors.  I did not have to conduct participant observations 
for more than a couple of weeks to watch a rotation of visitors on anniversary and non-
anniversary days.  I was interested in expressed ideas or general behaviors of the park visitors 
rather than observing specific individuals for long periods of time.   
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Historical Research 
Rather than recreate what others have done in terms of writing historical narratives of the 
events that occurred at each of the battlefields (e.g., Barnard 2003; Donovan 2008; Greene 2010; 
Haines 2007; Kammen et al. 1992; Mangum 1987), the historical analysis looked diachronically 
at the interpretation and management of the four battlefields.  The relationship between available 
sources about an historical event and the way it was interpreted in later times revealed 
contemporary values and understandings of the past.  Further, the conducted historical research 
provided context for any emerging patterns or trends found from the questionnaires, semi-
structured interviews, and participant observations.   
I analyzed different sources within their historical contexts primarily to understand the 
development of on-site interpretation, including monuments, names of the battlefields, and battle 
anniversaries over the decades.  I focused on the ways different peoples interpreted and 
remembered those events, and how attitudes and commemoration choices affected present on-
site interpretations.  I obtained my information from available library materials at the University 
of Montana, including the Interlibrary Loan Department; the Montana Historical Society of 
Helena, Montana; the Internet, and on-site research facilities at each of the battlefields.  For some 
printed information on BEPA and BIHO, I had document materials delivered to BIHO from the 
Spalding Visitor Center of the Nez Perce National Historical Park in Idaho.   Some of the 
gathered historical information included administrative histories of each battlefield; management 
plans of each battlefield; newspaper articles about on-site cultural interpretation events, such as 
special ceremonies and new exhibits; oral history transcripts on battlefield interpretation (e.g., 
battle anniversaries); and historic photographs of each battlefield.  The administrative histories 
provided a good overview of the preservation and interpretation of each place while management 
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plans show the ways past and current park personnel wanted to interpret the area.  Newspaper 
articles and oral histories offered windows into the ways people commemorate or interpret the 
past.  The combination of these sources delivered diachronic overviews of the similarities and 
differences in the ways battlefields have been interpreted and commemorated, from both an 
official and unofficial view.    
 
Second Hypothesis 
Does time and space really matter in interpreting and remembering an historic battlefield?  
Who attends official on-site commemoration programs?  Why are these pilgrims drawn to the 
battlefields around the anniversary?  Are these pilgrims experiencing new or reaffirming stronger 
connections to an historic battlefield than an average visitor?  The following null and alternative 
hypotheses encapsulate these questions: 
Null Hypothesis Two:  Park visitors who plan to attend or participate in an official 
on-site commemoration of one, or more, of the four American Indian battlefields 
would have stronger connections to the place due to cultural heritage or historical 
knowledge than an average visitor. 
 
Alternative Hypothesis Two:  Park visitors who plan to attend or participate in an 
official on-site commemoration of one, or more, of the four American Indian 
battlefields would NOT have stronger connections to the place due to cultural 
heritage or historical knowledge than an average visitor. 
 
 
 I clarify here the following terms of the second hypothesis.  “Commemoration” date 
means either on the anniversary dates or designated dates for the official commemoration 
program.  “Official” means a program that has been coordinated by the battlefield’s managing 
agency.  No official on-site anniversary program, however, occurred at ROBA from 2010 to 
2012.  To include ROBA with the other battlefields, I counted questionnaire participants from 
the anniversary day in 2011.  Table 5.10 presents the demographics of participants during  
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Table 5.10.  Questionnaire participant demographics for anniversary and commemoration days at 
the case studies. 
 All Battlefields BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Grand Total 243 16 89 114 24 
Gender  
Male 148 7 54 77 10 
Female 95 9 35 37 14 
Education  
Never Finished High School 4 0 2 0 2 
High School Graduate 20 1 5 9 5 
Some College 36 5 19 10 2 
College Graduate 67 4 17 39 7 
Some Graduate School 25 1 9 13 2 
Advanced Degree 73 3 28 37 5 
Missing Data 18 2 9 6 1 
Ethnicity  
American Indian or Alaskan Native 40 10 12 16 2 
Asian 0 0 0 0 0 
Black or African American 0 0 0 0 0 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0 
White 205 6 78 99 22 
Hispanic or Latino 0 0 0 0 0 
Multi-Ethnic Identification 0 0 0 0 0 
Age  
18-24 11 1 5 1 4 
25-31 6 0 1 5 0 
32-38 6 0 3 2 1 
39-45 10 1 6 2 1 
46-52 42 2 12 23 5 
53-59 65 4 23 32 6 
60-66 45 1 22 21 1 
67-73 21 2 6 11 2 
74-80 8 1 4 2 1 
81-87 5 0 2 2 1 
88-94 2 0 1 0 1 
95-101 0 0 0 0 0 
Missing Data 22 4 4 13 1 
Military Service  
Yes 59 2 15 38 4 
No 181 14 73 74 20 
Missing Data 3 0 1 2 0 
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anniversary and commemoration days; and during those days, I had a total of 243 participants 
(BEPA = 16, BIHO = 89, LIBI = 114, and ROBA = 24).   
 To evaluate this hypothesis, I used only the questionnaire, because the other sources 
provided inferences about visitors’ feelings and motivations in touring a battlefield.  I 
operationalized the second hypothesis by using the following seven selected questions.  
 
2H1:  Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]? 
I gave a score of zero when the response was an unplanned visit (e.g., “In the area” 
Questionnaire Participant No. 0765 (0322 of LIBI)).  I gave a score of one for planning a trip to 
see the battlefield (e.g., “Part of a tour, but I am interested in history” Questionnaire Participant 
No. 0415 (0153 of LIBI)) or having a general interest in the historic site (e.g., “Interested in 
history” Questionnaire Participant No. 0251 (0037 of ROBA)); and a score of two if a participant 
made a special trip to see the battlefield (e.g., “To participate in the commemorative ceremonies 
and to sing & dance” Participant No. 1055 (0115 of BEPA)).
5
 
 
2H2:  Was visiting [the specific battlefield] the primary purpose of your visit to [a specific 
region of] Montana? 
I operationalized this question in the following way.  I have a score of zero when the 
response was “No;” and a score of one when the response was “Yes.”  
 
                                                 
5
 This question could have been redundant with the question of whether a participant was a pilgrim to a battlefield 
during an anniversary, as discussed later in this chapter sub-section; potentially a problem given that each question 
is treated as an independent variable.  When I ran statistical analyses without this question, however, the results were 
similar to test the second hypothesis presented in the next chapter.  Also, several participants made a pilgrimage stop 
at a battlefield during non-anniversary or commemoration days, so the questions are not identical in what they 
monitor. 
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2H3:  How often have you visited [the specific battlefield] in the past? 
I gave a score of zero when the response was “Never;” a score of one when the response 
was “1 Time;” a score of two when the response was “2 to 5 Times;” and a score of three when 
the response was “More than 5 Times.”   
 
2H4:  Have you ever attended the commemorative anniversary activities at [the specific 
battlefield]? 
 I operationalized this question in the following way.  I gave a score of zero when the 
response was “No;” and a score of one when the response was “Yes.”   
 
 
2H5:  What is your personal interest or connection to this site? 
I operationalized this question in the following way.  I gave a score of zero when the 
response was none.  I gave a score of one when the respondent had a general interest (e.g., 
“Historical only” Questionnaire Participant No. 0548 (0050 of BEPA)); and a score of two when 
the participant had a very strong interest (e.g., “I am a Montana native and this site is an 
important part of our cultural history” Questionnaire Participant No. 0640 (0260 of BIHO)).   
 
2H6:  How important are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you? 
 I operationalized this question in the following way.  I kept the same Likert scale scores 
given by the participants for this question.   
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2H7:  Do you have any relatives who fought in [the specific battlefield]? 
 I operationalized this question in the following way.  I gave a score of zero when the 
response was “No;” and a score of one when the response was “Yes.”   
 
The seven selected questions represent different dimensions of a participant having some 
form of a connection to a historic battlefield.  The connection(s) could be physical in terms of 
spatially relating to the sacred landscape, could be ancestral, and/or could be intellectual or 
emotional for a respondent.   I did a means replacement for missing values and standardized the 
scores (z scores) for the seven questions.  I conducted a Cronbach’s Alpha to test the reliability 
of grouping these questions.  I had a score of 0.700, which made these questions reliable to 
create a composite score.  Using these seven selected questions, I created a composite score that 
measured to what degree that a participant has a “strong connection” to a battlefield.  The 
standized composite score had a possible score range from -8.79 to 15.38.   
  In terms of demographics, I compared the median standardized scores of participants 
who made a deliberate pilgrimage to see the battlefields during anniversary or commemoration 
days with visitors who either happened to tour a battlefield during those special days or on non-
anniversary and non-commemoration days.  While administering questionnaires during the 
anniversary and commemoration days, I asked an additional question of whether a participant 
deliberately or coincidentally visited a battlefield during anniversary or commemoration days.  I 
recorded this information in the questionnaire log and inputted the information into Microsoft 
Excel 2010 and then transferred it to IBM SPSS Statistics 20 to test the second hypothesis.   
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Data Analyses and Archives 
I used a mixed-methods approach for my data analysis to observe the ways people 
perceived a battlefield as sacred (Creswell and Clark 2007).  During my data analysis I looked 
for general patterns of how park visitors and personnel experienced each battlefield site as a 
sacred place.  I also conducted statistical analyses to confirm any correlations.  I transcribed and 
inputted responses from the interviews and questionnaires into NVivo 9.  For the questionnaires, 
which focused on Likert scale answers and other quantitative information, I used Microsoft 
Excel 2010 and IBM SPSS Statistics 20.
6
  NVivo and SPSS are widely employed computer 
programs for qualitative and quantitative data analyses respectively in the social sciences.   
This research ensured the confidentiality of the research participants.  Only Dr. John 
Douglas and I had access to the research files; however, only I had access to the coded list of 
anonymous individuals for the interviews.  The data was stored in a locked file cabinet.  For the 
questionnaires and informal interviews, I approached individuals and asked for their voluntary 
participation.  Because the requested information was about cultural heritage and identity with 
the past through commemorative events, it was unlikely that human subjects were at risk or felt 
discomfort.  If a volunteer informant, however, decided to withdraw his/her statements, I 
immediately erased his/her responses.  Except for the coded names list of anonymous individuals 
for the interviews, all paper and digital records of each specific battlefield will be stored at each 
site’s respective archival facilities.  I will keep at a secure location the list of anonymous names 
and their associated codes.   
I have provided a brief overview of the data sources collected and analyzed for testing the 
two hypotheses.  The next chapter contains the findings of the gathered data from the four 
battlefields.   
                                                 
6
 SPSS automatically handled statistical analyses for any missing responses.   
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Chapter Six:  Findings and Results from the Four Battlefield Case Studies  
 
 
 
Image 6.1.  Commemoration program at Big Hole National Battlefield, August 2010 
(Keremedjiev 2010). 
 
 
Image 6.2.  Attendees at the commemoration program at Big Hole National Battlefield, August 
2010 (Keremedjiev 2010). 
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This chapter has two sections on the findings from the four case studies:  Little Bighorn 
Battlefield National Monument (LIBI); Nez Perce National Historical Park- Bear Paw Battlefield 
(BEPA); Nez Perce National Historical Park- Big Hole National Battlefield (BIHO); and 
Rosebud Battlefield State Park (ROBA).  The first section concerns the findings of the data 
sources used to test the first hypothesis.  The data sources were questionnaires for park visitors, 
semi-structured interviews for park personnel, the conducted participant observations, and 
historical research on the four case studies.  The second section provides the results of the 
questionnaires used to test the second hypothesis.   
 
Hypothesis One 
 The findings for the first hypothesis show the detailed consideration of the four data 
sources and the resulting statistical analyses.  The first hypothesis explored the idea that a greater 
majority of both park visitors and personnel perceived the battlefields as nationally significant.  
The questionnaires and interviews provided direct responses from the participants.  The 
participant observations and historical research showed the publicly expressed feelings and 
interactions of park personnel and visitors.  The subsections that follow provide the overall 
findings and any interesting trends within each data source. 
 
Questionnaires 
 Did a greater majority of park visitors at the four case studies believe these heritage sites 
were of national significance?  Or was each battlefield unique in terms of why the sacred 
landscape was important?  How often did park visitors mention a certain type of heritage value?  
Did a certain heritage value increase its frequency after park visitors experienced a battlefield?  
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To answer these questions using IBM SPSS Statistic 20, I did non-parametric statistics for the 
four selected questions.  Charts 6.1 through 6.5 show the relative frequency of heritage values 
expressed for each question.  Appendix J has the detailed absolute and relative frequencies for 
the four questions.  Looking at the non-Likert questions, only one heritage value, historical, was 
more likely to be expressed by the park visitors (15.8% for Question 1H1 and 21.2% for 
Question 1H4).  The Likert responses revealed a significant portion of park visitors having felt 
very strongly about the battlefields as culturally and nationally significant.  Only a small 
percentage of park visitors answered all of the Likert questions, particularly for the other heritage 
value (N = 357), but the majority of them left their responses blank for the write-in portion of the 
question.  Only a handful of individuals provided a specific type of other heritage value, of 
which geographical, historical, and military were ranked very highly.  As for park visitors 
learning anything new since their visit, overall the heritage values of cultural, historical, and 
military increased, while the heritage values of national, spiritual, other, and geographical stayed 
about the same.  Meanwhile, the personal heritage value was mentioned less after a park visitor‟s 
tour of a battlefield. 
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Chart 6.1.  Relative frequency of responses to the question 1H1, Why did you visit [the specific 
battlefield]?  (N = 1,040) 
 
 
 
Chart 6.2.  Relative frequency of responses to the question 1H2 What is your personal interest or 
connection to this site?  (N = 955) 
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Chart 6.3.  Relative frequency to the question 1H3, How important are the following in the 
cultural, national, personal and spiritual significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?* 
 
*N = 1016 for Cultural; N = 1039 for National; N = 1011 for Personal; and N = 1014 for Spiritual. 
 
 
Chart 6.4.  Relative frequency to the question 1H3, How important are the following in the other, 
geographical, historical, and military significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?* 
 
*N = 357 for Other; N = 5 for Geographical; and N = 6 for Military. 
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Chart 6.5.  Relative frequency of responses to the question 1H4, Did you learn anything new 
today about [the specific battlefield]?  (N = 665) 
 
 
 
While the greater majority of park visitors strongly expressed the battlefields as culturally 
and nationally significant for the Likert question, they also said so for historical reasons for the 
non-Likert questions.  The term for historical, however, was a generic term for any historical 
reference besides using the words American, country, national, or United States.  Table 6.1 lists 
the historical categories in order of frequency describing the four case studies.  Within each 
category is the list of the top words, in order of frequency.  The generic category was at the top 
of the list, with a significant number of participants referring to the battlefields of historical 
interest but without any adjectives.  With a more specific type of history, the history of cultural 
groups, particularly of Native Americans and Indians, was the next category.  Only a handful of 
participants mentioned the battlefields of any Anglo history.  Geographical History was the next 
most frequent category, with the battlefields seen primarily as part of Western or Montanan 
history.  References to the Battle of the Little Bighorn topped the frequencies for the categories 
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of Historical Individual and Historical Events.  Toward the bottom of the categories was Conflict 
History for any references to the battlefields as part of military or war history.  Only a handful of 
participants mentioned the battlefields as part of the 19
th
-century history, making time period the 
least frequently mentioned historical category. 
 
Table 6.1.  The historical categories for historical heritage value of the battlefields.  The top 
responses are in order from most to least mention within each historical category. 
Historical Category Top Terms within the Historical Category in Order from Most to 
Least Mentioned 
1.  Generic History History (or Historical) 
2.  Cultural Heritage Indian, Native American, Nez Perce, Crow, Sioux, Cheyenne, Indigenous, 
Anglo 
3.  Geographical History West (or Western), Montana, Area, Local, Great Plains, World 
4.  Historic Individuals Custer, Chief Joseph, Crazy Horse, Crook, Lewis & Clark 
5.  Conflict History Military, War 
6.  Historical Events Battle of Little Bighorn, Battle of Big Hole, Battle of Rosebud, Battle of 
Bear Paw, Great Sioux War 
7.  Time Period 19
th
 Century 
 
 
 I wanted to see if the battlefield where the questionnaire was taken (and the 
demographics they reflect) created any patterns in the answers to the questions.  I organized the 
responses by battlefield.  Charts 6.6 through 6.22 show the relative frequency of the heritage 
values expressed by each battlefield for Questions 1H1, 1H2, 1H3, and 1H4.  Appendix K shows 
the detailed absolute and relative frequencies for Question 1H1, 1H2, 1H3, and 1H4 responses 
by battlefield.  Overall, park visitors responded in higher percentages at BEPA and BIHO than at 
LIBI and ROBA that the battlefields were of cultural heritage value.  For the Likert question, 
69.8% of park visitors ranked the battlefields as culturally important or very important.  As for 
national heritage value, park visitors felt that the battlefields were of national significance 
(95.6% answered “important” or “very important” for the Likert question).  As for Question 
1H2, a higher percentage of park visitors believed that LIBI was of national importance (Chart 
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6.12).  Few park visitors responded that the battlefields were of spiritual heritage value.  Of those 
who felt strongly about spiritual importance, park visitors at BEPA and BIHO had higher 
percentages for the Likert question (1H3) (Chart 6.17).  At ROBA, the geographical heritage 
value was mentioned more after park visitors experienced the battlefield.  Some of the comments 
include, “A better understanding of the terrain” (Participant 0251 (0037 of ROBA)); “I could 
visualize how the battle was fought and that made me understand it much better” (Participant 
0248 (0034 of ROBA)); and “The battlefield area was much smaller than expected” (Participant 
1015 (0128 of ROBA)).  In terms of historical heritage value, overall higher percentages of park 
visitors believed that LIBI and ROBA were of historical heritage value than at BEPA and BIHO.  
ROBA had the highest percentages of park visitors who perceived the battlefield of military 
heritage value, followed by LIBI.  An army staff ride at ROBA and LIBI might account for these 
high percentages for military heritage values.  When I performed Pearson‟s Chi Square tests on 
expected and observed counts for the questions by the battlefield variable, I found values smaller 
than the critical value of p = 0.05 for certain heritage values in Table 6.2. 
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Chart 6.6.  Relative frequency of responses BEPA questionnaire participants to the question 1H1, 
Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]? (N = 116) 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6.7.  Relative frequency of responses of BIHO questionnaire participants to the question 
1H1, Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]? (N = 385) 
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Chart 6.8.  Relative frequency of responses of LIBI questionnaire participants to the question 
1H1, Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]?  (N = 388) 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6.9.  Relative frequency of responses of ROBA questionnaire participants to the question 
1H1, Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]? (N = 151) 
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Chart 6.10.  Absolute frequency of responses of BEPA questionnaire participants to the question 
1H2, What is your personal interest or connection to this site? (N = 112) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6.11.  Relative frequency of responses of BIHO questionnaire participants to the question 
1H2, What is your personal interest or connection to this site?  (N = 373) 
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Chart 6.12.  Relative frequency of responses of LIBI questionnaire participants to the question 
1H2, What is your personal interest or connection to this site?  (N = 371) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6.13.  Relative frequency of responses of ROBA questionnaire participants to the question 
1H2, What is your personal interest or connection to this site?  (N = 99) 
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Chart 6.14.  Relative frequency of responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the cultural significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*
 
*N = 114 for BEPA, N = 375 for BIHO, N = 379 for LIBI, and N = 148 for ROBA. 
 
 
 
Chart 6.15.  Relative frequency of responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the national significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*
 
*N = 114 for BEPA, N = 389 for BIHO, N = 384 for LIBI, and N = 152 for ROBA. 
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Chart 6.16.  Relative frequency of responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the personal significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*
 
*N = 112 for BEPA, N = 375 for BIHO, N = 378 for LIBI, and N = 146 for ROBA. 
 
 
 
Chart 6.17.  Relative frequency of responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the spiritual significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*
 
*N = 114 for BEPA, N = 378 for BIHO, N = 377 for LIBI, and N = 145 for ROBA. 
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Chart 6.18.  Relative frequency of responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the other significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*
 
*N = 42 for BEPA, N = 136 for BIHO, N = 130 for LIBI, and N = 49 for ROBA. 
 
 
 
Chart 6.19.  Relative frequency of responses of BEPA questionnaire participants to the question 
1H4, Did you learn anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?  (N = 73) 
 
 
 
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
100
BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA
Very Important
Important
Neutral
Unimportant
Very Unimportant
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
100
Yes
No
 
136 
 
Chart 6.20.  Relative frequency of responses of BIHO questionnaire participants to the question 
1H4, Did you learn anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?  (N = 251) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6.21.  Relative frequency of responses of LIBI questionnaire participants to the question 
1H4, Did you learn anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?  (N = 238) 
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Chart 6.22.  Relative frequency of responses of ROBA questionnaire participants to the question 
1H4, Did you learn anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?  (N = 103) 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.2.  Pearson‟s Chi Square results by battlefield variable that had values less than p = 0.05 
for the first hypothesis. 
Question Heritage Value Value 
 
 
1H1 
Cultural .000 
Spiritual .045 
Other .041 
Historical .002 
Military .000 
 
1H2 
Cultural .000 
National .048 
Historical .003 
Military .000 
1H3 Spiritual .023 
Other .039 
 
1H4 
Cultural .043 
Other .006 
Geographical .000 
Military .000 
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Appendix L has the detailed expected and observed counts of the Pearson‟s Chi Square results 
by the battlefield variable for values with less than p = 0.05.  Overall, the battlefield variable had 
the following trends: 
 Park visitors from BEPA and BIHO had higher than expected responses to the cultural 
and spiritual significance of the battlefields, but lower than expected responses to the 
military importance of the case studies. 
 Park visitors from LIBI and ROBA had higher than expected responses to the 
geographical, historical, and military significance of the battlefields, but lower than 
expected responses to the cultural and spiritual importance of the case studies. 
 Park visitors from LIBI had higher than expected responses to the national significance of 
the battlefield. 
 
When I performed Pearson‟s Chi Square tests for the other questionnaire demographics, I found 
certain variables were less than the critical value p = 0.05 (Table 6.3).  Rather than review each 
of these recorded demographics, this dissertation looked at three of them in detail: ethnicity, 
military service, and residency.  Appendix M has detailed tables on the responses of park visitors 
by ethnicity, military service, and residency.  Overall, these three variables had the following 
trends: 
 
 American Indians or Alaskan Natives had higher than expected responses to the cultural, 
personal, and spiritual significance of the battlefields. 
 Whites had less than expected responses to the cultural, personal, and spiritual 
importance of the battlefields. 
 Participants who have ever served in the military had higher than expected responses to 
the historical and military significance of the battlefields, but lower than expected 
responses to the cultural importance of the case studies. 
 Participants who never served in the military had higher than expected responses to the 
cultural and national significance of the battlefields, but lower than expected responses to 
the military importance of the case studies. 
 Participants from Region V had higher than expected responses to the military and 
national significance of the battlefields, but less than expected responses to the cultural, 
geographical, and personal importance of the case studies. 
 Participants from Region VIII had higher than expected responses to the geographical 
and personal significance of the battlefields, but lower than expected responses to the 
military importance of the case studies. 
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 Participants from Region X had higher than expected responses to the cultural, national, 
and personal significance of the battlefields. 
 
 
 The responses of the questionnaires have produced a variety of expressed heritage values 
when pertaining to the battlefields.  Of these heritage values, cultural, national and historical 
significances were expressed by the greater majority of the participants.  Overall, the alternate 
hypothesis of diverse values, rather than a single, widely agreed on value of nationalism, best 
explains the responses that were received.  
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Table 6.3.  Pearson‟s Chi Square results by non-battlefield demographic variables that had values 
less than p = 0.05 for the first hypothesis. 
Question Value Demographic P Value 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1H1 
Cultural Education .012 
Ethnicity .000 
Military .020 
Other Age .001 
Residency .004 
Geographical Ethnicity .043 
Historical Age .024 
Education .038 
Ethnicity .048 
Residency .000 
Military Ethnicity .002 
Gender .026 
Military .000 
Residency .000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1H2 
Cultural Ethnicity .000 
Military .003 
Residency .006 
National Military .011 
Personal Ethnicity .000 
Gender .000 
Residency .000 
Geographical Residency .000 
Historical Ethnicity .040 
Military .034 
Military Age .041 
Gender .018 
Military .000 
Residency .000 
 
 
 
 
 
1H3 
Cultural Ethnicity .000 
Gender .038 
National Residency .001 
Personal Age .012 
Ethnicity .000 
Spiritual Age .035 
Ethnicity .000 
Gender .000 
Other Ethnicity .038 
Residency .016 
1H4 Cultural Residency .002 
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Interviews 
 While the questionnaires provided a broad perspective of the ways park visitors perceived 
the four case studies as sacred landscapes, the interviews of park personnel explored more in 
depth beliefs of these individuals‟ thoughts about the same places (Keremedjiev 2012b).  Did the 
park personnel have similar percentages as park visitors for expressing strongly certain heritage 
values?  The following sub-sections looks at the responses of the heritage values for cultural, 
national, personal, spiritual, and other.
1
 
 
Cultural Heritage Value 
Did a greater majority of interviewees feel that the battlefields are of cultural heritage 
significance?  When asked, Is this place of ethnic or cultural heritage importance to you?, 
twelve people said yes, and twenty individuals replied no (Table 6.4).  The overall percentage for 
all of the interviewees responding affirmatively was 37.5%.  By each battlefield, however, the 
results varied from 0.0% at ROBA to 53.8% at LIBI.   
 
Table 6.4.  Interviewees‟ response to the question, Is this place of cultural heritage importance 
to you? 
 Response Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Number of 
Respondents 
 32 4 12 13 3 
Cultural Yes 12 (37.5%) 2 (50.0%) 3 (25.0%) 7 (53.8 %) 0 (0.0%) 
No 20 (62.5%) 2 (50.0%) 9 (75.0%) 6 (46.2%) 3 (100.0%) 
 
 
Of those who said yes, I found two types of cultural heritage trends often mentioned by 
the interviewees.  The first trend was that the battlefields were primarily of American Indian 
cultural heritage importance.  For example, Kristian Bowman, Student Conservation Association 
                                                          
1
 Since the conducted interviews, several of the interviewees moved on to other positions within the battlefields or 
on to other jobs.  The referenced title for each person was when I interviewed that individual. 
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(SCA) Volunteer of BIHO, responded, “Yes… Native American way-of-life.  I identify with it 
and have respect for it.”  Spencer Morris, Park Ranger of ROBA and Tongue River Reservoir 
State Park (TORI), observed the cultural heritage influence of the Northern Cheyenne taking an 
active role in the history of the battle: 
But the impression that they leave when they come down to the battlefield, their 
appreciation for that area… seeing their ownership really makes me respect the 
Northern Cheyenne even more… seeing them take ownership and pride in that 
portion of their history and heritage is empowering.  It makes a person want to 
take more pride in their heritage and not take it kind of for granted. 
 
Some of the interviewees were American Indians.  For example, Frances TakesEnemy, Seasonal 
Interpretative Ranger of LIBI, noted, 
“Yes… Six Crow scouts were involved and survived.  And it‟s important to tell 
their stories… People, in general, should know about the treaties, but I hear, 
“Crows are traitors.”  I push for education… Being Native American here and it 
seems to have a Euro-American feel, which makes me uncomfortable.  But 
today‟s a new day… Other tribes had a hard time talking about it… but here‟s an 
avenue to learn about cultures! 
 
Marvin Dawes, Park Ranger of Interpretation of LIBI, commented, “Yes, a unique place among 
sites.  Here is the land and territory of Crow country… Also, a „clash of cultures‟ then and now.”  
Meanwhile, Anonymous No. 21 of LIBI replied that the battle was a “turning point in relations 
between American Indians and non-Indians, and it symbolizes diversity.”  Although not a 
descendant of the battle, Anonymous No. 78 of BEPA remarked, “My aboriginal homeland… 
Traditional homeland for my family.  I feel connected with the different families.”   
The second cultural heritage trend was that that the battlefields were of American 
heritage value.  For example, Stephanie Martin, Park Ranger of BEPA, remarked, “Yes, I believe 
all Americans can learn from what happened here.”  Meanwhile, Maria Caulfield, SCA 
Volunteer of BIHO, replied,  
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Just the fact that it‟s a side of American history that we like to brush over.  
Because it‟s not something that we are proud of… And it‟s not something that we 
want to hold, “Oh, hey!  Look what we did!”  “Maybe if we don‟t talk about it, 
it‟ll go away…”   This needs to be known and dealt with. 
 
Two interviewees remarked that their respective battlefields were of a personal heritage.  Jim 
Magera, Park Ranger of BEPA, commented, “This is Montana.  I‟m in touch with our roots here, 
history.  I walk the land to understand.”  Gerald Jasmer, Historian and Park Ranger of 
Interpretation of LIBI, remarked, “Yes, a place near where I grew up—a place in my heritage.” 
Of those who said no to the question, I noticed that these individuals acknowledged that 
the battlefields were of cultural heritage importance for other people.  For example, Tami 
DeGrosky, Superintendent of the Nez Perce National Historical Park (NEPE), provided the 
following response about BIHO: 
For me personally, no.  For the Nez Perce, yes.  It‟s not a place that they only 
come during the battle.  They came through here fairly often on their way to the 
eastern part of Montana to hunt.  They knew all about the camas that grows here.  
They knew all about the grass.  They knew a lot about this place…  So, for them, 
and for a lot of the Native Americans that lived in this area, this was known as a 
really good place to come and restock.  And then of course over ninety Nez Perce 
died here and their bodies were left here.   It has become a very spiritual place for 
them, a very sacred place for them. 
 
Meanwhile, Karl Mattlage, Interpretative Ranger of LIBI, replied to the question, “Not really, 
but yes as an American, a cultural heritage.”  Two participants remarked that the battlefields 
were for all people.  Mandi Wick, Lead Ranger of BIHO, replied, “I see other cultures‟ 
attachment to the battlefield but I cannot explain why.”  And, Anonymous No. 62 of LIBI 
believed that the battlefield is a “place for all people.” 
 Overall, the battlefields were perceived importantly as both of American Indian and 
American cultural heritages.   
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National Heritage Value 
 
Did a greater majority of interviewees feel that the battlefields are of national heritage 
importance?  When asked, Is this place of national importance to you?, thirty-two people 
answered yes (Table 6.5).  The overall percentage for all the interviewees responding 
affirmatively was 100.0%.   
 
Table 6.5.  Interviewees‟ responses to the question, Is this place of national importance to you? 
 Response Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Number of 
Respondents 
 32 4 12 13 3 
National Yes 32 (100.0%) 4 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 13 (100.0%) 3 (100.0%) 
No 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
 
 
 Several participants had strong feelings of why their battlefields were significant on a 
national level, particularly their word choices from a first-person perspective.  Marc Blackburn, 
Media Specialist of NEPE, answered,  
I don‟t deny that the expansion of the United States across the West was an 
important event that had profound implications on our national identity.  That 
being said, our treatment of native peoples is not something that we should be 
particularly proud of.  BIHO and BEPA are powerful reminders of the price 
native peoples paid for our national greatness. 
 
Magera of BEPA remarked that the battlefield represented “conflict of cultures and humanity 
shown to others by Nez Perce and soldiers.”  Meanwhile, Anonymous No. 54 of BIHO explained 
succinctly, “My nation, yes.”  Anonymous No. 95 of BIHO noted the relevance of the story for 
the world:  “I think we‟re reaching people all over the United States, all over the world actually, 
telling the story, telling our history.  I think it is nationally important.”  Many participants noted 
that the battles were part of the Indian Wars, and therefore, were significant on a national level as 
the country expanded over the centuries.  As Kyle Sturgill-Simon, Park Guide of BIHO, 
explained,    
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Historically, America grew from this size to this size and this size, and we bought 
this land from so-and-so and we bought this land from so-and-so, and they never 
mentioned it like the Louisiana Purchase.  We bought all this land that people 
were actually living on and claiming… That‟s definitely an image of our country 
that I don‟t like… I think it‟s important to talk about the stories with the Native 
Americans and how the treaty processes kind of fell through in most occasions. 
 
Dennis Bailey, Park Guide of BIHO, commented that the battle is “part of our national heritage.”  
At ROBA, the interviewees felt that the battle deserved more recognition for its historical 
significance.  Morris, of ROBA and TORI, replied, 
I wish that the battlefield could be recognized more nationwide than what it is.  I 
mean when we grew up in fourth grade in Montana and Wyoming, you study your 
state‟s history.  Growing up in Sheridan, Wyoming, you know we had Fort Phil 
Kearny, Fetterman Massacre… Then we come up to Little Bighorn… It was just 
kind of, “Oh, Rosebud Battlefield happened in blah blah blah.”  A lot of folks 
never really know how in proximity it was to Little Bighorn… I mean you can‟t 
drive on the same road… from Little Bighorn to Rosebud.  I think that lends itself 
to folks just going, “Oh, the closest way is through a little two-lane highway.  Uh, 
I don‟t know if I want to do that.”… Finally getting a national historic landmark 
status, it‟s shocking.  I really honestly don‟t feel that a lot of people, such as our 
congressional leaders, realize what the gem that is out here… Underappreciated… 
undervalued as well. 
 
At LIBI, a few interviewees acknowledged the national significance of the historic battle.  Dawes 
of LIBI commented, “Yes.  It is the only battlefield that makes you think, to see and find more 
questions and answers.”  Anonymous No. 60 of LIBI added, “Yes.  If you look at the big picture, 
the battle represents four hundred years of cultural animosity.”  Because many visitors have 
heard of the story of Little Bighorn, a few park personnel wanted to provoke them into 
rethinking about the battle.  For example, Anonymous No. 89 of LIBI remarked, “Yes.  I want 
people to leave challenged and aware of the dilemma of then and now.  We have places to reflect 
as an American about “then and now” but what exactly does that mean?”  Jasmer of LIBI also 
wanted to “challenge people with the controversial event.” 
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 Overall, all of the interviewees believed that their respective battlefields were of national 
heritage importance.   
 
Personal Heritage Value 
 
Did a greater majority of interviewees feel that the battlefields are of personal heritage 
significance?  When asked, Is this place of personal importance to you?, thirty people responded 
yes; and two people said no (Table 6.6).  The overall percentage for all the interviewees 
responding affirmatively was 93.8%.   
 
Table 6.6.  Interviewees‟ responses to the question, Is this place of personal importance to you? 
 Response Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Number of 
Respondents 
 32 4 12 13 3 
Personal Yes 30 (93.8) 4 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 11 (84.6%) 3 (100.0%) 
No 2 (6.2%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (15.4%) 0 (0.0%) 
 
 
 Of those who responded yes, I found two themes.  The first theme was that of personal 
identification with the historic battle, whether or not as a living descendant.  For example, 
TakesEnemy of LIBI answered, “Yes.  All the Crows are related and in some way I am to the 
scouts.”  Bessie Blackeagle, Seasonal Park Ranger of BIHO, elaborated, 
This site is a part of me.  I had family members from both my mother‟s side, and 
my father‟s side, that stayed there 135 years ago in 1877. Family members from 
both sides that pitched tipis, gathered qem‟es, and then had to endure the hurt and 
pain of the battle that took place August 9
th
. 
 
Even though he was a non-descendant of the battle, David Harrington, Acting Superintendent of 
LIBI, replied, “Yes, I grew up wanting to come here, to see it.  I cannot tell you why but I was 
fascinated by it since childhood.”  Jasmer of LIBI noted that the battlefield is a “part of my world 
of place.”  Magera of BEPA answered that the battlefield had been a “hobby of mine that started 
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in 1954.”  Other non-descendants of the battles turned to either their own family histories or had 
a broader perspective of humanity as personal heritage values.  Blackburn of NEPE commented, 
Portions of my mother‟s family were victims of the Holocaust in World War Two. 
Knowing that had certain members of my family not immigrated to the United 
States, I perhaps wouldn‟t be here speaking to you. There are so many parallels 
between those events and what happened at BIHO and BEPA that it‟s hard not for 
these events to have a personal connection. 
 
MORRIS of ROBA and TORI also had strong personal feelings about ROBA: 
 
For me, my family homesteaded in the area.  My great-grandparents homesteaded 
in the early 1900s, about 1902.  About six or seven miles south of the Rosebud, 
and my great uncle homesteaded just a mile off the battlefield… This area of 
Montana, is very much a homecoming… The battlefield genuinely affects 
everyone in the West, but for me it‟s nice to see an area that is untouched, besides 
the trees growing up and the fences and the cattle running through… How my 
ancestors saw it as I can see it now for the most part. 
 
While these interviewees had personal identification of the battles with other historical events in 
their families‟ history, others thought of the battles as part of a larger picture.  Anonymous No. 
89 of LIBI answered, “On many levels, yes.  As an historian, I look at the issue of humanity.”  
Meanwhile, two interviewees felt honored to tell the stories of the battles.  For example, 
Anonymous No. 62 of LIBI remarked, “Yes, I am blessed to tell a dramatic and passionate story” 
of the battle.  And, Wick of BIHO answered, “Yes, an emotional, powerful place.  Also a special 
place… Sad and happy place.  A great honor to tell the story and a huge burden to do justice for 
the battle participants.”   
 The second theme of personal heritage importance for interviewees who responded 
affirmatively to the question was related to their careers.  For example, Bailey of BIHO replied, 
“Yes, a NPS [National Park Service] career start by telling a special story.”  Martin of BEPA 
noted, “I am the caretaker and I want to do a good job.”  The idea of spending more time at a 
battlefield played a factor in a for some interviewees‟ increased personal connections to an 
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historic site.  For example, Sturgill-Simon of BIHO admitted, “It will be after working here for 
three and a half months.”   
 Two interviewees replied no to have a personal connection with their respective 
battlefield.  One interviewee did not elaborate on the question.  The other interviewee, 
Anonymous No. 60 of LIBI, remarked, “No other than my job.  But through working here and 
meeting a lot of people, it is rewarding.” 
 Overall, the interviewees had strong personal connections to the battlefields, whether or 
not as battle descendants. 
 
 
Spiritual Heritage Value 
Did a greater majority of interviewees feel that the battlefields are of spiritual heritage 
importance?  When asked, Is this place of spiritual importance to you?, nineteen people said yes; 
and thirteen individuals answered no (Table 6.7).  The overall percentage for all the interviewees 
responding affirmatively was 59.4%.   
Table 6.7.  Interviewees‟ responses to the question, Is this place of spiritual importance to you? 
 Response Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Number of 
Respondents 
 32 4 12 13 3 
Spiritual Yes 19 (59.4%) 4 (100.0%) 6 (50.0%) 7 (53.8 %) 2 (66.6%) 
No 13 (40.6%) 0 (0.0%) 6 (50.0%) 6 (46.2%) 1 (33.4%) 
 
  
Of those who answered yes, I found two themes.  The first theme was of a spiritual 
connection, closer to the meaning of the supernatural and/or religious.  For example, Dawes of 
LIBI replied, “Yes, a spiritual place… Spirituality is still here.  They‟re still here, the soldiers 
and warriors.”  Ken Woody, Chief of Interpretation of LIBI, remarked, “Yes, but not because of 
who died here but internally it‟s significant… spirituality of us human beings.  I can feel it but I 
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cannot explain it.”  TakesEnemy of LIBI answered, “Yes, definitely.  I had an emotional 
realization at Little Bighorn and I still carry it today.”  Sharon Small, Museum Technician of 
LIBI, observed, “Yes, especially with the anniversary sunrise pipe ceremony.  Very special.”  
Meanwhile, Blackburn of NEPE commented about BIHO: 
Yes. It‟s closely connected with the story I mentioned earlier concerning how 
these events affect me personally. A spiritual connection to the victims is related 
to why this is important to me. I feel a kinship with the victims even though I am 
not Nez Perce. 
 
Several younger interviewees also felt a spiritual connection to the battlefields.  As Amy Miller, 
Park Laborer of BIHO, observed, “Definitely.  Mostly at the camp, but a different sense of 
spirituality felt at the battlefield.  Even a different spiritual feelings in different seasons… I do 
not touch the offerings.”  Bowman from BIHO answered, “Yes.  When I was at the 
commemoration I first felt the spirituality at the battlefield.  The sounds of nature while hearing 
the voices of the women and children.”  A few interviewees described sensing spirits at the 
battlefields.  K.C. Keyes, Park Laborer of BIHO, elaborated, 
We hear ghosts up at the Visitor Center… To me, I hadn‟t heard them in so long 
that it was the coolest feeling knowing that they were still there… They‟re not 
visible.  You just hear them.  Before all of this construction has been going on, on 
the remodeling and everything… I don‟t know so much in the summer, but most 
times in the winter, when it kind of slows down, when I‟d clean by myself, 
especially in the bathrooms, I could hear drumming, like the Nez Perce 
drumming.  I didn‟t have any music on, but I could hear that.  You may hear some 
drumming, or you‟d hear singing, or you‟d hear both at the same time.  And, it 
was just cool that they‟re there.  That they still show that they‟re there.  It makes 
me feel good, and when I heard them the other weekend that was awesome just 
know to that they‟re still there.   
 
 Of those who replied no, these interviewees either were religious but did not feel a 
spiritual connection at a battlefield or were not religious but acknowledged that it was for other 
people.  Chris Hamilton, Park Ranger of ROBA and TORI, replied, “No, but I see spirituality 
with the place for Northern Cheyenne, Crow, native cultures… a spiritual connection.”  Over at 
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LIBI, at least two interviewees had similar feelings.  Harrington of LIBI observed, “It is not a 
spiritual place for me, but to a lot of people it brings out emotions for descendants, Seventh 
Cavalry, native tribes.”  Anonymous No. 62 of LIBI noted on a more general level, “No, but I‟m 
aware of it that it‟s there” for others.  Anonymous No. 95 of BIHO commented, “I don‟t find it 
spiritually any more so here than any place else.  I see it as sacred ground and I see people that 
find it very spiritual, but personally no.”  Sturgill-Simon of BIHO replied, “No, not particularly.  
As far as a burial ground, I always try to be respectful towards things like that, but that‟s not 
really religious for me.”   DeGrosky of NEPE elaborated on how because of historical 
circumstances at BIHO, the Nez Perce have a spiritual connection to the battlefield: 
They did not come here to practice a religious ceremony.  That wasn‟t the purpose 
of this place, traditionally.  Because of what happened here, it has become like a 
cemetery to us, where you behave in certain ways, you honor the people that were 
here, you remember them… So, you wouldn‟t necessarily go to a Catholic 
cemetery and hold Mass, but you would go there to pay honor to and respect to 
and remember the people who are buried there.  And that‟s the significance of this 
place to the Nez Perce. 
 
The second theme of spiritual heritage significance was that interviewees felt emotionally 
connected to the battlefields, but primarily with the landscape.  Martin of BEPA replied, “Yes 
but because it is nature (my church)—not because of the Nez Perce religion.”  Magera of BEPA 
remarked that the battlefield was a “place of peace.”  Meanwhile, Mattlage of LIBI answered, 
“It‟s an emotional pull, a pathos, a great deal of feeling.  The sacrifice made by both sides.  
When I‟m alone, I ponder the stillness of the battlefield.” 
 Overall, several interviewees had a spiritual connection to the battlefields, but the greater 
majority of interviewees acknowledged that the battlefields were of spiritual heritage importance 
for other people. 
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Other Heritage Value 
Did a greater majority of interviewees feel that the battlefields are of other heritage 
importance?  When asked, Any other reason of significance to you?, twenty-five people 
answered yes; and seven people answered no (Table 6.8).  The overall percentage for all the 
interviewees responding affirmatively was 78.1%.   
Table 6.8.  Interviewees‟ responses to the question, Any other reason of significance to you? 
 Response Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Number of 
Respondents 
 32 4 12 13 3 
Other Yes 25 (78.1%) 3 (75.0%) 8 (66.7%) 11 (84.6%) 3 (100.0%) 
No 7 (21.9%) 1 (25.0%) 4 (33.3%) 2 (15.4%) 0 (0.0%) 
 
 
 Of those who answered yes, I encountered a variety of responses, but I found one 
overarching theme that resonated with several of the interviewees.  The theme was the 
geographical component of the battlefields, the physical landscape and natural resources.  For 
example, DeGrosky of NEPE commented how BIHO was  
First of all, one of the most beautiful places that I‟ve ever lived.  And I have lived 
in Yellowstone and Grand Teton and Mount Rainier and Glacier… And it is a 
private, quiet, untrammeled, clean, very uncomplicated, simple way of life here.  
With very little modern intrusions and that appeals to me a lot.  And it also has 
some of the best fishing and skiing anywhere I‟ve ever lived. 
 
Steve Black, Superintendent of BIHO, had a similar response about BIHO, and even BEPA:   
 
This one here [Big Hole], this is the most fantastic place I‟ve ever lived… We 
have a very short summer, short spring, short fall, and a long winter, and in the 
winter it‟s this completely different place, you know.  It‟s this white field and 
everything is still and quiet and in a way that‟s kind of spiritual there… but when 
you go to Bear Paw, when you go out to the site, except for a few power poles, 
you might see a pump jack here and there on the road.  Otherwise, it‟s almost as it 
was 134 years ago, and that‟s really cool. 
 
Martin of BEPA enjoyed that the battlefield was a “haven for wildlife—no other public land in 
the area.”  Meanwhile, Hamilton of ROBA liked that the battlefield was not only a “home” but is 
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was also a place for outdoor “recreational activities.”  Bob Peterson, Park Manager of ROBA 
and TORI, had a “feeling of wholeness and peace” at the battlefield.  Meanwhile, Woody of 
LIBI had a contradictory feeling about the battlefield landscape, “Unchanged yet impacted, a 
contradiction that Little Bighorn battlefield has been violated …. an untouched but also 
unhealthy prairie.”  Another component to the geographical importance of the battlefields was 
the connection to the local area.  For example, Keyes of BIHO replied, “I guess just growing up 
here in Wisdom ten miles from the battlefield for the last fifteen years, it‟s just been a part of 
me.”  Small of LIBI liked the “local connection, a part of Big Horn country.”  Magera of BEPA 
believed that it was “important because of the history of the area, how developed.  Show 
otherwise that nothing happened here.”  Anonymous No. 54 of BIHO remarked how the 
landscape was a place where “people would come here, ask about my people‟s history, listen and 
empathize.  Super significant.”  Morris of ROBA and TORI had feelings of family from working 
and living with the staff at the battlefield, but he also had an investment in the preservation of the 
historic landscape itself:   
Living on site we have some staff living in the homestead house… A nice, 
peaceful, calming atmosphere.  Family is a big thing… I was raised that even 
though you might not own the land anymore, you still have the respect for the 
land that‟s there… And the big thing with Rosebud is those mineral rights that are 
out there that we don‟t own, even with the national historical landmark status, 
we‟re still under the threat of coal-bed methane development on the battlefield… 
It‟s surprising how people adamantly feel about you taking those mineral rights 
and putting them to a monetary use. 
 
Of all the responses under the theme of geographical heritage significance, the ultimate 
connection between the landscape and an interviewee was from Jasmer of LIBI.  After a long 
tenure working at the battlefield, he responded, “I will be buried here [at the Custer Battlefield 
National Cemetery].” 
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 Overall, the values of national, personal, and other heritage values were affirmatively 
responded by the majority of the interviewed park personnel (Chart 6.23).   
 
Chart 6.23.  Relative frequency of responses of the 32 interviewees when asked if the battlefields 
were of certain heritage values to them for the first hypothesis. 
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Participant Observations 
For the first hypothesis, I focused on one particular trend that I recorded during my 
participant observations.  Looking at a cultural landscape as a stage, historic battlefields are 
locations to maintain place-based conflict heritages and collective memories of different groups 
of people.  To observe expressed ideas of park visitors and personnel for the first hypothesis, I 
looked specifically at the official commemoration programs of the battlefields in 2010 and 2011.  
During these times I observed not only verbal and ritualistic expressions of varied heritage 
values, but also a spatial relationship of certain areas within an historic site that these values are 
mapped onto the landscape.  More particularly, I explored the location of on-site monuments and 
where battle anniversary programs occur. Collective memories are expressed by certain social 
groups in proximity to on-site monuments within a battlefield.  
 The relationship between on-site monuments and annual commemorations that are held 
in proximity to these permanent features on a heritage site offered me a unique opportunity to 
observe the ways the past comes alive. During commemorations, both descendants and non-
descendants of historic battles used the cultural landscape for telling their narratives and 
expressing their cultural identities and collective memories.  This observation explored the five 
dimensions of cultural landscapes, as discussed in Chapters 1 and 2.   
 On-site memorials and monuments are usefully viewed as permanent stage props that 
indicate the social significance of specific information within the larger historical narrative for 
interpretation and reflection about each historic battle.  The placement of a memorial, or 
monument, enforces a priority designation in the cultural landscape.  The interpreted 
monument‟s location shows that this specifically described area or viewshed has significantly 
more information about an historical event or person that any other location could provide.  Yet, 
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what is “central” to some visitors in a certain location may be “peripheral to others” (Eickelman 
1996:423).   
 As discussed in Chapter 2, anniversary programs of the historic battles are unique 
temporal and spatial events that not only commemorate the historic events as special 
remembrances but are also means to bring their social relevance to today‟s society.  On-site 
rituals at historic battlefields have more impact on participants and witnesses‟ cultural identities 
and collective memories than rituals conducted at other places.  During public commemorations 
at sacred places (for example, anniversaries, designations of landmarks, and dedications of 
monuments), participants and witnesses legitimize or introduce social values about an event or 
person on sacred ground (Bodnar 1992:19).  As for on-site commemorations, certain markers or 
monuments are focal points for certain cultural groups; and the battle anniversary practices at the 
four battlefields provide good examples. 
 The participant observations in 2010 and 2011 of the four battlefield case studies offered 
a synchronic look at the ways place-based cultural heritages and collective memories of cultural 
groups are maintained using on-site monuments and anniversary programs at sacred landscapes. 
The case studies also demonstrated some of the varied conflicts that are ongoing.  
Although there were no on-site battle anniversaries at ROBA held in 2010 and 2011, the 
relocation of the 2010 ceremony to nearby Busby, Montana (in the Northern Cheyenne 
Reservation) underscored the contemporary battlefield as a Northern Cheyenne site for their 
cultural identity and memories.  Within the last several years, members of the Northern 
Cheyenne have taken a proactive role in the interpretation and commemoration of the historic 
battlefield.  The battlefield was listed on the National Register of Historic Landmarks on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) with two place names:  ROBA and Battle Where 
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the Girl Saved her Brother (a Northern Cheyenne‟s reference to the battle).  The recent 
commemorations prior to 2010 occurred by the only interpretative panels on the public portion of 
the battlefield.  At this location Northern Cheyenne, and several Lakota, would remember their 
ancestors and ask tribal members to honor them by practicing their traditional ways of life on the 
reservations.  The recognition of the tribe‟s perspective on the battle in the new interpretative 
panels and the commemorations have made ROBA a focal point for Northern Cheyenne cultural 
heritage and memories, although not all tribal members are in agreement about the official tribal 
ways of remembering their ancestors.  Currently, however, no official on-site anniversary exists 
honoring the soldiers and civilian volunteers. 
 Ironically, over the last few decades, LIBI has increased multi-vocality of different 
American Indian tribes and non-tribal organizations in on-site interpretation and management of 
resources, but consequently has created more dynamic conflicts among the different “traditional” 
enemies under the park‟s mission statement of “peace through unity.”  For example, battle 
anniversaries at LIBI were often five-day events with separate programs occurring at or near the 
battlefield.  Although LIBI‟s mission statement included the concept of “peace through unity” 
and the NPS coordinated events at the battlefield, certain American Indian tribes deliberately 
scheduled their programs on different days or times in order not to be associated with their 
traditional tribal enemies (for example, Arikara, Northern Cheyenne, Crow, and Lakota).  
Usually on the twenty-fourth of June of each year, for example, the Arikara Old Scout Society 
would have their own ceremony, which would include the cultural practice of spreading 
homeland soil over their ancestors‟ burial places.  Even the battlefield‟s Indian Memorial was 
still incomplete because each tribe needs NPS-approved messages and content for permanent 
engravings.  The different American Indian tribes were increasingly using the Indian Memorial 
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as a visual and spiritual center for their commemorations.  For example, the Northern Cheyenne 
would have a sunrise pipe ceremony usually on the twenty-fifth of June.  Later in the day, 
Lakota, Northern Cheyenne, and Arapaho would lay a wreath at the Indian Memorial, with their 
tribes‟ names in English on the ribbon.  Meanwhile, Last Stand Hill and the Reno-Benteen 
Battlefield monuments were primary locations for military organizations and non-American 
Indian groups to commemorate the battle.  For example, the Custer Battlefield Historical and 
Museum Association (CBHMA) placed wreaths with the words “Lest We Forget” after 
delivering a speech about remembering and honoring the battle participants, particularly the 
soldiers, scouts, and civilian volunteers.  Image 6.3 shows the locations of these programs within 
LIBI. 
 
Image 6.3.  National Park Service map of LIBI with three 2010 commemoration programs‟ 
locations (National Park Service 2013). 
 
 
Legend 
Orange Circle = Arikara Old Scout Society Program 
Pink Circle = Custer Battlefield Historical and Museum Association Program  
Purple Circle = Northern Cheyenne Program 
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 Although disunity among the different cultural groups exists at LIBI, each group 
delivered similar messages of remembering and honoring the battle participants under the park‟s 
banner of “peace through unity.”  All groups during each commemoration ceremony 
acknowledged the sacrifices of all people involved in that battle.  They invoked such phrases as: 
 go forward… do not go back, but remember and reflect [an Arikara] 
 consider this a sacred ground for our enemy and for our people [a Lakota] 
 honor this sacred ground… to show we‟re still here and alive [a Northern 
Cheyenne] 
 the best way to honor a person is to remember them and the sacrifice they 
made [a CBHMA member] (Keremedjiev 2011b). 
 
 
Despite this language of unity, LIBI has become a sacred landscape for the different cultural and 
social groups to emphasize their own past and current differences to maintain their own place-
based cultural heritages and collective memories.  
 Much like at ROBA, BIHO has gone from being a military historic site to a Nez Perce 
cultural heritage place, where the recent commemorations reinforce this changed landscape 
perception.  Currently at BIHO, the Nez Perce Village, which is the site‟s Indian Memorial, is 
the focal area for the annual battle anniversary.  Like at LIBI, the NPS was the host of the 
battlefield but certain descendants of the non-treaty Nez Perce organize and conducted the 
official commemoration.  During the anniversary in 2010, for example, there were a variety of 
activities: a pipe ceremony was held; riders who had trekked the Nez Perce National Historic 
Trail circled the ceremony area and made their way to the Indian Memorial; and a story was told 
about a young Nez Perce girl who was killed during the battle and a chair was given away in her 
honor.  The main theme spoken during the ceremony is “peace through unity” in today‟s society 
by all cultural groups.  Currently, however, no major anniversary activities occur at the on-site 
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monuments or trails that focus on the United States Army Seventh Infantry or the civilian 
volunteers.  
 As part of NEPE, BEPA has become a Nez Perce cultural heritage place, more so than for 
the descendants or members of United States Army Seventh Cavalry and civilian volunteers.  For 
example, in October of 2010, BEPA had similar activities as at BIHO but with some noticeable 
differences.  Because of space considerations, the main anniversary ceremony occurred on a 
grassy parking lot instead of at a specific monument.  Although the main theme spoken during 
the ceremony also dealt with unity, the focus was primarily about making amends with different 
traditional American Indian enemies, in this case between the Gros Ventre, Assiniboine, and Nez 
Perce.  Although there are significantly fewer tribes that were involved with the Battle of the 
Bear Paw than at the Battle of the Little Bighorn, there is disunity among the descendants of the 
non-treaty Nez Perce.  For example, certain tribal members refused to participate in the pipe 
ceremony in 2010 because white people and American Indian descendants of scouts who had 
betrayed the Nez Perce were sitting in the circle.  As at BIHO, certain non-treaty Nez Perce were 
involved with the annual commemoration but different, larger, familial groups made the long 
pilgrimage to BEPA.  For example, in 2010 a large number of Chief Joseph band descendants 
placed offerings and held prayers at markers for their ancestors.  A year later, the majority of the 
Nez Perce who attended the on-site anniversary were descendants of Chief Looking Glass 
because they held a special funeral for an elder, spreading her ashes at the marker location where 
her grandfather, Chief Looking Glass, had died during the battle.  Image 6.4 locates where within 
BEPA the focal areas of the battle during the 2010 and 2011 commemoration programs.  The 
different locations for the commemorations underscored tribal disunity.  Although disunity exists 
among descendants of the non-treaty Nez Perce about the on-site interpretation and 
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commemoration of the Nez Perce War, BEPA is a place to remember their ancestors and their 
identity as tribal members. 
 
Image 6.4.  National Park Service map of BEPA for the 2010 and 2011 commemoration 
programs (National Park Service 2007a). 
 
 
Legend 
Purple Circle = 2011 Commemoration Program 
Pink Circle = 2010 Commemoration Program 
 
 
 My participant observations showed the varied heritage values expressed within certain 
locations of each battlefield for official commemoration programs.  All of the battlefields had 
different commemoration participants make the battlefields nationally relevant in contemporary 
society, but also reinforce a cultural heritage based on historic, and present day, conflicts.  The 
ideas and actions performed during these times illustrated the five dimensions of cultural 
landscapes.  Non-anniversary and non-commemoration days also had similar general behaviors 
of park visitors and personnel but these actions were not as well broadcasted.  Were these 
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observations of expressed heritage values, however, unusual?  The historical research as the final 
data source for the first hypothesis explored diachronically on-site battlefield interpretation and 
associated place-based heritage values.   
 
Historical Research 
 The historical research provided a diachronical context for the relationship between 
people‟s cultural heritages and historical knowledge, on-site interpretation, and the battlefields as 
sacred places.  Rather than adding to the voluminous literature situating each of the four battles 
in a detailed historic context, I focused on two issues within the last couple of decades that were 
relevant to the first hypothesis, patterns from the other three data sources, and the five 
dimensions of cultural landscapes.   
The first theme concerns the physical location of the battlefields and their management 
attempting to preserve 1870s landscapes for peoples‟ better comprehension and connection to 
historical events.  The battlefields are real places, but they are also symbolic landmarks in 
American history.  The mission of the NPS and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP), 
fundamentally, is to keep them as frozen time capsules.  A significant portion of questionnaire 
participants, however, commented that they either never knew of the battlefields prior to their 
visits or had a basic, vague understanding of it.  When asked what they learned since visiting the 
battlefields, many visitors replied that they existed, they were real events, or they could connect 
with the real story of what happened. 
The battlefields had become literally frontlines for informing those with little knowledge 
as well as maintaining and reinforcing its importance to individuals who have strong connections 
to the historic sites.  Land management policies of the battlefields reflected the purpose and 
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mission statements of these case studies.  It was only recently, however, that all of the 
battlefields were not just focusing on cultural resources but also natural resources.   Over the 
decades, all of the battlefields had land management policies to try to maintain 1870s landscapes 
as well as to create permanent and temporary on-site interpretation opportunities to educate 
visitors.  Ironically, the initial decades after the battles had occurred were severely looted or 
damaged not just by visitors but also by park personnel.  The last couple of decades in cultural 
resource management laws have helped minimize future destruction of cultural resources (e.g., 
National Historic Preservation Act; Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act; 
National Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998). 
Generally speaking, the more recent land management policies of the battlefields were to 
maintain an “authentic” 1870s cultural landscape: for example, have no or little modern-day 
distractions, and only have native plants and trees of the area.  This policy was well-intended, but 
in reality it is not possible.  So, why do park personnel even bother to land manage the 
battlefields with the goal of maintaining a 1870s cultural landscapes?   I offer one overarching 
explanation:  Seeing an historical landscape as what the original participants of a historic event 
experienced provides people today and in the future a better understanding of the past.  It 
provides a living, tangible link that no textbook or website can offer.  The historic landscape 
gives people a unique spatial and temporal understanding, both in terms of the intellectual and 
emotional.     
 The land management policies of the battlefields for over twenty years bridged the 
conservation and preservation of both cultural and natural resources.  For example, in 2008, 
ROBA laid out its general management plan:  
The park is to offer a sense of wonder and discovery for visitors while effectively 
and sensitively interpreting and managing the site for public use. Visitors will be 
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able to experience the culture, history, beauty, and sense of solitude that remains 
at the Rosebud. The Battle is the premier reason for this park and management 
efforts shall support the balance of landscape conservation and visitor 
enlightenment through two major components: Stewardship of the Park… [and] 
Education and Interpretation (Peaks to Plains Design PC 2008:4).   
 
The stewardship would focus on low-impact development while on-site interpretation would 
focus on the battle but also other topics ranging from prehistoric to natural resources.  Overall, 
the land management policy was to keep the battlefield “undeveloped,” a stark contrast to LIBI‟s 
history.  ROBA‟s policy meant a more stringent selection process of information content for 
limited space.  Therefore, a greater need existed for strong credibility behind any place-based 
story worth being interpreted and remembered at the battlefield.   
 LIBI has also recently focused their management plan of both cultural and natural 
resources.  For example, the management objectives of LIBI in 2007 were to 
Preserve, protect, and manage all prime resources.  Preserve the natural and 
cultural landscape within and outside the park boundary.  Provide interpretive 
facilities and programs that enhance the visitors‟ understanding of the battlefield‟s 
primary mission of preserving and protecting resources related to the battle.  
Develop strategies to work with local landowners, the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA), and the Crow Tribe that will result in cooperative management 
relationships.  Improve facilities by addressing deficiencies related to the museum 
collections, staffing requirements, storage space, exhibits, parking lots, tour road, 
etc. (National Park Service 2007b). 
 
The relatively recent land management plans of BEPA and BIHO were similar to the ones at 
ROBA and LIBI.  For example, the 1989 land management statement for BIHO reads, 
To maintain the historic lands and the natural resources in such a way that they 
approximate the scene in 1877 when the battle occurred.  To make the historical 
(cultural) resources available and accessible to visitors and also protect the 
cultural resources from adverse impact and possible loss of data. To promote 
archeological, historical, and biological research to provide accurate data for 
management and interpretation of the resources of Big Hole National Battlefield 
and related areas (National Park Service 1989). 
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According to Catton and Hubber (1999), the distinction between cultural and natural resources 
lessened due to certain battlefield features and the historical events that unfold there: 
Since the principal features of the battlefield—the meandering river, the willows, 
the twin trees, the point of timber—were all natural objects, it followed that the 
distinction between natural and cultural resources would have less bearing than 
usual. Unit managers recognized that it was Big Hole's impressive story coupled 
with the somber beauty of the battlefield and its environment that drew visitors. 
 
Since BEPA and BIHO became a part of NEPE, they follow the general land management plan 
for the whole park unit.  NEPE‟s plan included, 
Facilitate protection and offer interpretation of Nez Perce sites in Idaho, Oregon, 
Washington, Montana, and Wyoming that have exceptional value in 
commemorating the history of the United States… Preserve and protect tangible 
resources that document the history of the Nez Perce peoples and the significant 
role of the Nez Perce in North American history… Interpret the culture and 
history of the Nez Perce peoples and promote documentation to enhance that 
interpretation. (National Park Service 1997:68-70). 
 
Both BEPA and BIHO had similar objectives.  They wanted to maintain a natural landscape 
while providing access to those resources for the general public‟s education and enjoyment.  For 
example, the long-term management plans for BEPA focused on reducing human impacts and 
restoring the 1870s viewshed: 
Visitor facilities and operational support will be provided at the battlefield... 
Ranger presence onsite will be increased.  Resource impacts from “social trails” 
will be reduced and strategies developed to protect the viewshed and resources 
outside current boundaries.  The Park Service will conduct resource surveys.  A 
vegetation and resource management plan will be developed (National Park 
Service 1997:69). 
 
Meanwhile, BIHO would not only have to retain its historic landscape but also the “viewshed 
north and south of the site will be preserved” (National Park Service 1997:71).  BIHO had also 
undertaken the issue of controlling non-native invasive species (National Parks Conservation 
Association 2007:3).  For example, BIHO still has a pine beetle infestation problem that affects 
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the on-site interpretation of the historic site, especially at the Siege Area Trail.  This situation 
could lead to future on-site interpretation problems because the trees were an important natural 
feature in the historic battle.  They provided protection for the ill-prepared United States Army 
Seventh Infantry.  Without these trees, it would be harder for future visitors to understand the 
battle.  Also, park personnel could not just chop down the trees and plant new ones quickly and 
indiscriminately because of the historic rifle pits.  This situation is an example of how park 
personnel are currently, and historically, battling long-term environmental change to maintain an 
1870s cultural landscape and protect the archaeological features.   
 The relatively recent land management plans for the battlefield case studies focus on the 
preservation and conservation of both cultural and natural resources.  By minimizing significant 
human impact on the environment, these plans tried to present a special time capsule for park 
visitors and personnel‟s place-based historical knowledge and cultural heritage.   
 The second theme is the current names of the battlefields and how they reflect the 
changing ownership and perspectives of the historical events.  Overall, these battlefields were 
initially considered military parks.  The interpretations and perspectives were primarily, if not 
exclusively, from the Euro-American viewpoint.  By the latter half of the twentieth century, 
especially since the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s, however, a growing number of 
individuals were clamoring for more inclusive interpretation of these historic battles. 
Currently, ROBA has both the names of Rosebud Battlefield and Where the Girl Save 
Her Brother on the National Historic Landmarks plaque of the NRHP.  Although more tribes 
than the Northern Cheyenne were involved in the battle, the two names represented both 
American Indian and Euro-American perspectives on the same event.  During the official 
landmark dedication ceremony on the anniversary in 2010, Ken Soderberg of MFWP 
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commented, “Our stories are our most important way to keep our past alive… These are the 
places where stories of our past are connected to the land” (Thackeray 2010).  The Northern 
Cheyenne opposed any coal-bed methane development of the battlefield and made efforts to add 
the place as a national landmark on the NRHP (Gallagher 2008).  Soderberg observed the active 
involvement of the Northern Cheyenne in including the battlefield as a landmark with a “select 
group of iconic American historical places” (Thackeray 2010).   
The most famous, and controversial, example of a battlefield with its current name is 
LIBI.  For decades the battlefield was known and designated as Custer Battlefield National 
Monument.  In the early 1990s, a House of Representatives bill was introduced, and later signed 
into law.  Below is an excerpt of the introduced bill, H.R. 847:   
The Custer Battlefield National Monument shall, on and after the date of 
enactment of this Act, be known as the “Little Bighorn National Battlefield Park.” 
Any reference to the Custer Battlefield National Monument in any law, map, 
regulation, document, record, or other paper of the United States shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Little Bighorn National Battlefield Park (United States 
Government Printing Office 2013 [1991]).   
 
Among the arguments opposing the name change (e.g., Rich and Schwartz 1991), one was 
important for this dissertation to include.  Descendants within the Custer family, especially 
George Armstrong Custer IV, feared that his ancestor would be forgotten as well as become a 
“victim of revisionist, „politically correct historians‟” (Miniclier 1991).  The ownership of 
Custer‟s story would be opened up for others to tell.  Custer IV continued his argument against 
the name change, which to him represented,  
“An affront to the general (Custer's Civil War rank) and the Custer family" who 
served in World War II, Korea and Vietnam… “You have a commander in the 
field carrying out policies of the U.S. government doing deeds of Congress" and 
then Congress, over a century later, "turns around and removes his name from the 
battlefield” (Miniclier 1991).   
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The redesignation of the battlefield as Little Bighorn, as well as the presence of the Indian 
Memorial, had not only increased American Indian attendance to the site but also gave them a 
greater active part in telling the story.  During the renaming ceremony in 1992, Senate-elect Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell (D-CO) remarked that the act was to “give our people equal time… so that 
our part in history could be written for the first time” (O‟Driscoll 1992).  In addition to the name 
change and Indian memorial, the museum exhibits were remodeled to humanize both sides.  
Quoting then LIBI Historian and Assistant Superintendent Doug McChristian, “It wasn‟t just 
soldiers and Indians pitted against each other.  It was human beings on both sides” (O‟Driscoll 
1992).  While conducting my participant observations, I heard not only references to the historic 
battle as both Custer‟s Last Stand and Battle of the Little Bighorn, but also Battle of the Greasy 
Grass (a Crow reference) and Battle of the Yellow Hair (a Northern Cheyenne reference).  The 
different references to the same event, however, revealed not only the primary point-of-view in 
telling the story, but also ownership and varied interpretation of known primary sources 
(archaeological data, historical documentation, and oral accounts).   
 Like the current official designations of ROBA and LIBI, BEPA and BIHO focused on 
the immediate geological features.  Geographical features have a more neutral impression than a 
place named for a particular battle participant (e.g., St. Louis Post-Dispatch 1992; USA Today 
1991).  The current names of the case studies are references to proximate geological features 
(BEPA is north of the Bear Paw Mountains; BIHO is in the Big Hole Valley and is along the Big 
Hole River; LIBI is along the Little Bighorn River; and ROBA is along the Rosebud Creek).  
The full names for BEPA and BIHO, however, include the following phrase: Nez Perce National 
Historical Park.  These two battles underwent a transfer of not only ownership but also primary 
perspective of interpretation.   
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 The historical research component looked at two themes based on the previous three data 
sources.  The geographical interaction of the 1870s battlefields influenced park visitors and 
personnel‟s‟ cultural heritages and historical knowledge of those events.  The current official 
battlefield names of the four case studies reflected an accumulation of changing ownership and 
interpretation of the events.  The symbolism of the battlefield name represented the primary 
owners and players in telling the place-based narratives.   
 
 
 Hypothesis Two 
 This section contains a detailed listing of the questionnaire participants and the statistical 
analyses for the overall composite score used to test the second hypothesis.  The second 
hypothesis focused on park visitors touring battlefields during anniversary and commemoration 
days.  For comparison, I included an overview of all questionnaire participants to show any 
patterns or trends during and outside of anniversary or commemoration days.   
 Table 6.9 is a detailed listing of questionnaire participants who toured the historic sites 
during anniversary and commemoration days.  During those days, 105 participants had planned 
to witness and/or participate in an anniversary or commemoration program; and another 138 
participants happened to visit the battlefields during those days.  Appendix N provides a 
questionnaire log of all adults whom I approached during anniversary and commemoration days 
at the four study locations.  For the second hypothesis I conducted statistical analyses using IBM 
SPSS Statistics 20, which, because of distributional concerns, concentrated on non-parametric 
approaches, presented below.  Overall, the frequency distribution of the standardized tallies for 
the composite score defining a “stronger connection” showed a positive skew (Chart 6.2).  Chart 
6.25 and Table 6.10 have the descriptive statistics of the standardized scores.   
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Table 6.9.  Questionnaire participants during anniversary and commemoration days at the four 
battlefields. 
Battlefield Date Anniversary and/or 
Commemoration Day 
Total 
Respondents 
Pilgrimage Coincidence 
BEPA 2012/10/06 Commemoration 16 16 0 
BIHO 2012/08/09 Anniversary 24 0 24 
 2012/08/10 Anniversary 32 0 32 
 2012/08/11 Commemoration 33 21 12 
LIBI 2012/06/24 Commemoration 44 23 21 
 2012/06/25 Anniversary 41 24 17 
 2012/06/26 Anniversary 29 4 25 
ROBA 2011/06/17 Anniversary 24 17 7 
Grand Total 243 105 138 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6.24.  Histogram of the composite score defining a park visitor‟s connection to a battlefield 
for all questionnaire participants. 
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Chart 6.25.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores for composite score of all participants 
for the second hypothesis. 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.10.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score for the second hypothesis. 
N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum Skewness Kurtosis 
1056 -0.9591 17.487 .0000 4.18169 -8.79 15.38 .980 1.147 
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A Levene Statistic test result of less than the critical value of p = 0.05 made me reject the 
null hypothesis of a homogeneity of variance based on the composite score and day when people 
visited a battlefield.  Because of this heterogeneity, it would not be appropriate to use parametric 
tests such as ANOVA to test Hypothesis Two.  A Pearson‟s Chi Square on the composite score 
and when the questionnaire was administered had a result of less than the critical value of p = 
0.05; and a Pearson‟s Chi Square on the composite score and whether park visitors were 
anniversary pilgrims also produced a result of less than the critical value of p = 0.05.  Both tests 
had results of p = 0.000.  Therefore, I had to reject the null hypothesis that randomness existed 
for the expected and observed counts of these two variables for the composite scores.  Chart 6.26 
and Table 6.11 show distributional properties of the composite scores by day, and Chart 6.27 and 
Table 6.12 provide the distributional properties of composite scores by whether or not park 
visitors were anniversary pilgrims.  Here and in the rest of this chapter, I use box and whisker 
plots to provide a non-parametric comparison of the composite score when dividing the sample 
into a variety of subpopulations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
172 
 
Chart 6.26.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores by day of when the questionnaire was 
administered to park visitors. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.11.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score by day of when the questionnaire was 
administered to park visitors. 
Day N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
Ordinary Day 793 -1.1910 11.579 -.6695 3.40274 -8.79 14.19 
Holiday 20 -2.1528 9.674 -1.3182 3.11031 -6.41 4.26 
Anniversary 93 4.2564 31.299 3.9063 5.59455 -7.60 15.38 
Commemoration 150 -0.2756 27.883 1.2934 5.28041 -7.60 15.38 
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Chart 6.27.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores for whether a park visitor was an 
anniversary or commemoration pilgrim. 
 
 
Table 6.12.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score by whether a park visitor was an 
anniversary or commemoration pilgrim. 
Day N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
Average Visitor on 
Non-Anniversary 
or Non-
Commemoration 
Day 
813 
 
 
 
 
-1.1910 11.530 -.6855 3.39557 -8.79 14.19 
Visitors Who 
Coincidentally 
Toured Battlefields 
on an Anniversary 
or 
Commemoration 
Day 
138 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-2.1528 9.688 -1.1489 3.11248 -7.60 7.54 
Visitors Who 
Made a Pilgrimage 
to the Battlefields 
on an Anniversary 
or 
Commemoration 
Day 
105 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.9713 22.254 6.8175 4.71740 -6.41 15.38 
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Park visitors on anniversary days had the highest median of 4.2564, followed by 
participants on commemoration days with a median score of -0.2756.  The outliers visible in the 
box and whisker plot were a handful of committed individuals who toured a battlefield on 
ordinary days.  These questionnaire participants were from BEPA, BIHO, and LIBI; and had 
scored very high on nearly every question used to create the composite score.  Park visitors who 
made a deliberate pilgrimage to the battlefields had the highest median score of 6.9713.  The 
same individuals were outliers for both when the questionnaire was administered and whether a 
park visitor was an anniversary pilgrim.  These participants scored very high.  Only one person, 
who happened to visit LIBI on an anniversary or commemoration day, was an outlier who scored 
very high, and two anniversary pilgrims to BIHO and LIBI who scored very low.   
As in the case of Hypothesis One, I employed Pearson‟s Chi Square to examine whether 
the differences in the standardized scores were significant.  The approach was selected because 
of the non-normal distributions and is explained in detail below.  The considered variables were 
the demographics of the park visitors, the managers of the battlefields, and which side won the 
historic battles produced varied results (Table 6.13).  The variables of gender, military service, 
and current place of residency of park visitors had values greater than the critical value of p = 
0.05; and therefore, were statistically insignificant and were not considered further.  The 
following charts and tables (Chart 6.28 through Chart 6.32 and Table 6.14 through 6.18) provide 
the descriptive statistics of park visitors‟ age and ethnicity, followed by the variable of 
battlefields, managers of the battlefields, and which side won the historic battles.  For the age 
demographic, older park visitors had higher median and mean composite scores.  Several 
participants scored very high for their age bracket, particularly between the ages of 46 and 67 
years old, and were considered outliers.  For the ethnicity demographic, American Indians or 
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Alaskan Natives had the highest median and mean scores.  The majority of outliers for this 
demographic were Whites who scored very high.  When considering differences in battlefields, 
LIBI had the highest median and mean scores, followed by ROBA.  The majority of outliers for 
the battlefield variable were participants who scored very high at BEPA, BIHO, and LIBI.  As 
for managers of battlefields, MFWP had the higher median and mean scores, but the NPS had 
several individual outliers who scored very high.  The last variable, who won the historic battle, 
had the higher median and mean scores where the American Indians declared victory, at LIBI, 
but both types of battlefields had several outliers who scored very high.    
 
 
Table 6.13.  Pearson‟s Chi Square results by certain questionnaire demographics for the 
composite score of the second hypothesis. 
Independent Variable  P Value 
Park Visitor Demographics Age .000 
Education .000 
Ethnicity .000 
Gender .910 
Military .113 
Residency 1.000 
Battlefield Variables Battlefield .000 
Manager of Battlefield .000 
Side that Won Historic Battle .001 
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Chart 6.28.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores for by age of park visitors. 
 
 
 
Table 6.14.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score by age of park visitors. 
Age N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
18-24 56  -1.4871 11.116 -1.2933 3.33405 -7.60 9.13 
25-31 50  -1.2089 10.190 -.8804 3.19225 -7.60 6.59 
32-38 61 -2.1528 16.555 -.9097 4.06879 -7.60 14.19 
39-45 93  -1.1910 10.756 -.8981 3.27968 -8.79 9.13 
46-52 134  -1.1910 18.374 -.1347 4.28643 -7.60 14.19 
53-59 203  -1.1910 24.499 .6952 4.94965 -7.60 15.38 
60-66 204  -.9591 14.026 -.0626 3.74518 -5.26 14.46 
67-73 130  -.0298 17.075 .1659 4.13220 -6.67 14.19 
74-80 37  1.5658 19.850 1.7406 4.45532 -7.60 11.13 
81-87 8  1.6786 13.096 2.5426 3.61888 -2.15 10.32 
88-94 4  4.8654 14.144 3.3389 3.76079 -2.15 5.78 
95-101* 1  6.0666 - 6.0666 - - - 
Missing Data 75  - - - - - - 
*SPSS did not calculate variance, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum for the age bracket of 95 to 101 
years old. 
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Chart 6.29.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores by ethnicity of park visitors. 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.15.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score by ethnicity of park visitors. 
Ethnicity N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
American Indian 
or Alaskan Native 
62  4.3649 38.582 5.4367 6.21140 -7.60 15.38 
Asian 6  -2.1528 6.769 -1.9133 2.60182 -6.19 1.79 
Black or African 
American 
3  .9073 4.411 .2079 2.10018 -2.15 1.87 
Native Hawaiian 
or Other Pacific 
Islander 
2  .4550 1.099 .4550 1.04835 -.29 1.20 
White 938  -1.1910 14.102 -.3570 3.75529 -8.79 14.19 
Hispanic or Latino 22  -.3007 20.947 .9436 4.57682 -4.25 14.19 
Multi-Ethnic 
Identification 
23 -2.1528 17.994 -.5668 4.24188 -6.41 14.46 
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Chart 6.30.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores by battlefield. 
 
 
 
Table 6.16.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score by battlefield. 
Battlefield N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
BEPA 116 -1.4871 20.724 -.1389 4.55239 -6.41 15.38 
BIHO 393 -1.5693 14.993 -.7137 3.87214 -8.79 14.46 
LIBI 394 -.2863 18.963 .4591 4.35466 -7.60 15.38 
ROBA 153 .0026 15.540 .7563 3.94214 -7.60 12.72 
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Chart 6.31.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores for government agency manages the 
battlefields. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.17.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score for government agency manages the 
battlefields. 
Battlefield 
Agency 
N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
NPS 903 -1.1910 17.720 -.1281 4.20956 -8.79 15.38 
MFWP 153 .0026 15.540 .7563 3.94214 -7.60 12.72 
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Chart 6.32.  Box and whisker plot of the composite scores by which side won the historic battle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.18.  Descriptive statistics of the composite score by which side won the historic battle. 
Won the Battle N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
United States 662 -1.2267 16.435 -.2732 4.05398 -8.79 15.38 
American Indians 394 -.2863 18.963 .4591 4.35466 -7.60 15.38 
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Based on the frequency distribution of the composite scores, I was unable to conduct 
parametric statistical analyses, and instead I created a dichotomous distribution of scores for non-
parametric statistical analyses using Pearson‟s Chi Square (Table 6.19).
2
  The median score of 
raw tally distribution was -0.9591.  To create a fairly even distribution, however, results between 
-8.79 and -0.97 were scored zero, and results between -0.96 and 15.38 were scored one.  Table 
6.20 shows the non-parametric distribution statistics of the composite score by day.  A Pearson‟s 
Chi Square by composite score and when the questionnaire was administered produced a result 
less than the critical value of p = 0.05 (Table 6.21). 
 
Table 6.19.  Frequency distribution for overall total score defining a participant‟s 
connection to a battlefield. 
Tally Score Count  Valid Percentage 
0 521 49.3% 
1 535 50.7% 
Grand Total 1056 100.0% 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.20.  Non-parametric statistical table results of the raw score distribution by day of when 
park visitors toured the battlefields. 
Day N Median Variance Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
Ordinary Day 793 .0000 .250 .4716 .49951 .00 1.00 
Holiday 20 .0000 .221 .3000 .47016 .00 1.00 
Anniversary 93 1.0000 .183 .7634 .42727 .00 1.00 
Commemoration 150 1.0000 .248 .5600 .49805 .00 1.00 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
2
 Appendices O and P have statistical analyses of the second hypothesis based on mean scores, showing the central 
tendencies of park visitors‟ responses. 
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Table 6.21.  Non-parametric Expected and Observed Counts by Day*^ 
Day Count 0 1 
Ordinary Observed 419 374 
Expected 391.2 401.8 
Holiday Observed 14 6 
Expected 9.9 10.1 
Anniversary Observed 22 71 
Expected 45.9 47.1 
Commemoration Observed 66 84 
Expected 74.0 76.0 
Total Observed 521 535 
Expected 521.0 535.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000, less than the critical value of p = 0.05.  ^N = 1,056 
 
 
Park visitors on anniversary and commemoration days had higher than expected counts 
for scoring a one, but lower than expected counts for scoring a zero.  Park visitors on ordinary 
days and holidays had higher than expected counts for scoring zero, but lower than expected 
counts for scoring one.  Only four individuals at BEPA and LIBI on anniversary days scored 
low, and therefore were considered outliers.  Park visitors who were anniversary pilgrims had 
higher median and mean scores.  A Pearson‟s Chi Square with this variable produced a result 
less than the critical value of p = 0.05 (Table 6.22).   
 
Table 6.22.  Non-parametric Expected and Observed Counts by Type of Park Visitor*^ 
Person Count 0 1 
Regular Visitor on Non-
Anniversary or Non-
Commemoration Day 
Observed 433 380 
Expected 
401.1 411.9 
Visitors Who Coincidentally 
Toured Battlefields on an 
Anniversary or Commemoration 
Day 
Observed 82 56 
Expected 
68.1 69.9 
Visitors Who Made a Pilgrimage to 
the Battlefields on an Anniversary 
or Commemoration Day 
Observed 6 99 
Expected 
51.8 53.2 
Total Observed 521 535 
Expected 521.0 535.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000, less than the critical value of p = 0.05.  ^N = 1,056 
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 Park visitors who were anniversary pilgrims had higher than expected counts for scoring 
one, but lower than expected counts for scoring zero.  Both regular park visitors and participants 
who happened to tour battlefields during anniversary and commemoration days had higher than 
expected counts for scoring zero, but lower than expected counts for scoring one.  The only 
outliers for this variable were four anniversary pilgrims at BEPA, BIHO, and LIBI who scored 
very low.    
Were the demographics of those who were visiting the battlefields on the anniversary and 
commemorations, however, different than the entire sample of questionnaire participants?  Table 
6.23 contains the demographics of the questionnaire participants divided by the type of day.  I 
first followed these steps to help identify any non-random distribution of demographics.  I 
presumed that if 243 participants on anniversary and commemoration days represented 
approximately 23% of the entire questionnaire population, then I should find approximately 23% 
of each demographic category on the anniversary and commemoration days if those days are 
representative of the overall population.  Disregarding most demographic categories where the 
participants made up less than 50 individuals per category in order to maintain reasonable sample 
sizes,
3
 I looked for any higher or lower percentages of participants on anniversary and/or 
commemoration days.  I disregarded any percentage that fell between 13% and 33% for 
anniversary and commemoration days in order to identify large differences in the populations.   
I found two demographics that had smaller percentages.  The two demographics were age 
(between 25 and 45 years old which ranged from 9.8% to 12.0%) and current place of residency 
(individuals from Region V at 9.1%).  I believe that questionnaire participants who were part of a 
military staff ride at LIBI and ROBA on non-anniversary and non-commemoration days had an 
                                                          
3
 One exception to this rule was for the age demographic of 81-87 years old.  The three individuals were visiting 
ROBA on the anniversary in 2011 because this was their childhood home before the battlefield became part of the 
MFWP in 1978.  They were making a special pilgrimage to the site. 
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undue effect on these demographics.  The majority of these 34 participants were between the 
ages of 18 and 31 years old, and all were from Wisconsin, which is part of Region V.  The ethnic 
demographic that had a majority of participants taking the questionnaire during anniversary or 
commemoration days was American Indians or Alaskan Natives, at 61.3% (N = 38).  For this 
ethnicity, I had 24 individuals on anniversary days and 14 people on commemoration days.  
Also, 81.6% (N = 31) of the 38 American Indians or Alaskan Natives made a deliberate 
pilgrimage for the anniversary or commemoration programs.  These three extremes in the 
demographic profiles are highlighted in Table 6.23.  Pearson‟s Chi-Square tests confirmed that 
the demographics of age, current place of residency, and ethnicity were non-random occurrences 
during the anniversary and commemoration days.   
Overall, anniversary and commemoration pilgrims to the battlefields had higher median 
and mean scores; and therefore, a significant relationship existed between when park visitors 
toured the four battlefields and their connections to the sacred landscapes. 
 The results of the first and second hypotheses showed the varied ways park visitors and 
personnel remembered and commemorated the historic battles using the sacred landscapes.  The 
importance of these results are discussed and explored in the next chapter. 
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Table 6.23.  Demographics of questionnaire participants by type of day at the battlefields for the 
second hypothesis. 
Demographic Non-A or non-C* A and C A C Total Grand Total 
Gender 
Female 327 (77.5%) 95 (22.5%) 41 54 422 1056 
Male 486 (76.7%) 148 (23.3%) 52 96 634 
Education 
Never Finished High School 9 (69.2%) 4 (30.8%) 1 3 13 997 
High School Graduate 109 (84.5%) 20 (15.5%) 7 13 129 
Some College 165 (82.1%) 36 (17.9%) 16 20 201 
Completed College 229 (77.4%) 67 (22.6%) 28 39 296 
Some Graduate School 70 (73.7%) 25 (26.3%) 9 16 95 
Advanced Degree 190 (72.2%) 73 (27.8%) 23 50 263 
Age 
18-24 45 (80.4%) 11 (19.6%) 3 8 56 981 
25-31 44 (88.0%) 6 (12.0%) 3 3 50 
32-38 55 (90.2%) 6 (9.8%)  0 6 61 
39-45 83 (89.2%) 10 (10.8%) 4 6 93 
46-52 92 (68.7%) 42 (31.3%) 11 31 134 
53-59 138 (68.0%) 65 (32.0%) 29 36 203 
60-66 159 (78.0%) 45 (22.0%) 15 30 204 
67-73 109 (83.8%) 21 (16.2%) 9 12 130 
74-80 29 (78.4%) 8 (21.6%) 4 4 37 
81-87 3 (37.5%) 5 (62.5%) 2 3 8 
88-94 2 (50.0%) 2 (50.0%) 0 2 4 
95-101 1 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 1 
Current Residency 
Region I 5 (50.0%) 5 (50.0%) 1 4 10 1056 
Region II 8 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 8 
Region III 23 (88.5%) 3 (11.5%) 0 3 26 
Region IV 38 (79.2%) 10 (20.8%) 2 8 48 
Region V 120 (90.9%) 12 (9.1%) 4 8 132 
Region VI 38 (79.2%) 10 (20.8%) 4 6 48 
Region VII 33 (86.8%) 5 (13.2%) 0 5 38 
Region VIII 250 (76.5%) 77 (23.5%) 32 45 327 
Region IX 72 (71.3%) 29 (28.7%) 12 17 101 
Region X 123 (71.5%) 49 (28.5%) 22 27 172 
USA 48 (70.6%) 20 (29.4%) 11 9 68 
Non-USA State and Territories 55 (70.5%) 23 (29.5%) 5 18 78 
Military Service 
Yes 208 (77.9%) 59 (22.1%) 23 36 267 1033 
No 585 (76.4%) 181 (23.6%) 68 113 766 
Ethnicity 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 24 (38.7%) 38 (61.3%) 24 14 62 1056 
Asian 6 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 6 
Black or African American 3 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 3 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 
2 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 2 
White 735 (78.4%) 203 (21.6%) 68 135 938 
Hispanic or Latino 22 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 22 
Multi-Ethnic Identification 21 (91.3%) 2 (8.7%) 1 1 23 
* “A” means anniversary day and “C” means commemoration day. 
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Chapter Seven:  Discussion 
 
 
Image 7.1.  Bear Paw Battlefield during the autumn of 2010 (Keremedjiev 2010). 
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Using a mixed-methods approach (Creswell and Clark 2007), this dissertation examined 
firsthand the impacts and effects of interpreted primary resources at four American Indian 
battlefields from 2010 to 2012.  The four case studies were Little Bighorn Battlefield National 
Monument (LIBI); Nez Perce National Historical Park- Bear Paw Battlefield (BEPA); Nez Perce 
National Historical Park- Big Hole National Battlefield (BIHO); and Rosebud Battlefield State 
Park (ROBA).  While the on-site questionnaires produced a broad spectrum view of the ways 
park visitors interpreted a historic landscape during the height of tourism season, the interviews 
provided in-depth insights into the ways people related to the landscape with their own cultural 
heritages and historical knowledge.  The historical research showed the varied ways battlefields 
have been interpreted, preserved, and commemorated over the decades.  The participant 
observations provided a contemporary look at the on-site preservation and interpretation 
practices.  These four data sources explored the complex relationship between the effects of on-
site interpretation, the sacredness perception of a battlefield, and the ways people interacted with 
such places through their place-based cultural heritages and historical knowledge.   
The dissertation’s four data sources demonstrated the five dimensions of the term cultural 
landscape, as discussed in Chapters 1 and 2.  The first dimension concerned the temporal and 
spatial relationship of a cultural landscape.  The official commemorations at the non-Montanan 
pilot case studies, as presented in Chapter 3, and the primary Montana case studies underscored 
this relationship.  Participants used the landscape to reinforce both past and present conflict 
heritages.  The second dimension explored the differences between the terms space and place.  
The case studies demonstrated how spaces become steeped with the emotive value of place—a 
process clear in the place-name references of the historic battles.  The third dimension defined 
sacred and profane landscapes, with battlefields perceived as sacred places.  Not only were the 
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four battlefields in Montana referred to as sacred landscapes but they also had special land 
management, on-site interpretation, and commemoration programs to maintain their distinction 
from other cultural landscapes.  The fourth dimension linked a cultural landscape with a 
symbolic component.  The existence and maintenance of the four 1870s historic battlefields have 
both continued and modified symbolic significances for park visitors and personnel to express 
varied heritage values.  The fifth dimension examined the interactions people have with a 
cultural landscape.  From the official commemorations to personal reflections, both park visitors 
and personnel engaged with the historic places significantly.  These five dimensions have 
revealed the ways people perceived and interacted with battlefields as special cultural 
landscapes.   
By implementing a memory archaeological paradigm, this dissertation has contributed to 
the greater anthropological literature in at least four aspects.  First, a memory archaeological 
approach can provide a reliable framework to show how primary sources are used as credible 
bases for on-site interpretation and management, along with the potential impediments and 
biases in interpretation.  The four data sources showed the expressed heritage values of the park 
visitors and personnel.  Both the diachronical and synchronic data sources confirmed Basso’s 
general observation on the “place-making” process of “constructing history” (1996:6).  For 
example, problems arose when park personnel presented interpreted primary sources that 
provided accurate historical information that might challenge visitors’ heritage values.  The 
memory archaeological approach can show the ways people incorporate all, or some, primary 
sources for the cultural identities and historical knowledge (e.g., Alcock 2002; Cattell 2002; Van 
Dyke 2008).  Using this approach, however, has a major limitation:  Without directly expressed 
communication from all groups, anthropologists can only make inferences on the beliefs and 
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understandings of people while they are interacting with a cultural landscape.  This dissertation 
is a good start in providing a synchronic perspective of the values various groups use to interpret 
the cultural landscape, but changes in these beliefs is unknowable:  Will expressed heritage 
values be the same in twenty-five years, especially when the meanings and context of words 
change over time? 
Second, park visitors and personnel had place-based cultural identities with the four 
battlefields, using the locations as tangible bridges between the past, present, and future (e.g., 
Archibald 2002).  It seems that accessibility to the battlefields confirmed, or affirmed, people’s 
place-based cultural identities and historical knowledge (e.g., Hodder 1997).  The battlefields 
were used as mnemonic devices for place-based heritage values but these values varied in terms 
of a battlefield’s own importance in contemporary society and a person’s experience with that 
cultural landscape (e.g., Natzmer 2002).  The temporal and spatial relationship of cultural 
landscapes is particularly strong for battlefield anniversary pilgrims, an observation similar to 
those made by Blight (2001) and Linenthal (1996; 2006).  The timing of the events was very 
important for the place-based cultural identities and historical knowledge of these battlefield 
anniversary pilgrims.   
Third, the detailed knowledge of visitors’ reactions to pilgrimages to and 
commemorations at the four battlefields showed a middle ground in terms of people’s social 
roles and discourses during these special place-based rituals (e.g., Eade and Sallnow 1991; 
Eickelman 1996).  Some participants and witnesses of the commemoration programs continued 
and reinforced their cultural conflict heritage values.  The greater majority of visitors, however, 
perceived the battlefields of historical importance, suggesting a perception of temporal 
separation from their own lives in the 2010s.  Overall, it depends on an individual’s unique 
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cultural identity and historical knowledge in order to continue, or temporarily change, his/her 
social role in contemporary society while experiencing one of the four battlefields.  
Fourth, the dissertation confirmed that battlefield interpretation has multiple perspectives 
and values at a contested sacred landscape (i.e., Bodnar 1992; Utley 1991).  General patterns of 
expressed heritage values did exist (e.g., cultural, historical, national) among the case studies, but 
other heritage values were expressed as well (i.e., personal, spiritual, other, geographical, 
military).  Another important observation in the anthropological literature was the competing 
control of on-site interpretation and management (e.g., Thomas 1996).   Issues arose concerning 
ownership, whose stories would continue on the interpretation landscapes and whose stories 
would be forgotten. 
The discussion above indicated how the findings reflect a memory archaeological 
approach in a general way.  To evaluate the workings of the four sacred landscapes in greater 
detail, the two hypotheses tested the ways in which park visitors and personnel believed and 
connected with the four battlefields.  Those results are summarized and contextualized below. 
 
Hypothesis One 
 The first hypothesis utilized four data sources to test whether a greater majority of park 
visitors and personnel expressed the battlefields as nationally significant over other heritage 
values.  The following sub-sections look at the findings with each of the four data sources for 
this hypothesis. 
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Questionnaires 
 Looking at the four selected questions of questionnaire independently, I noticed that three 
heritage values were expressed strongly by the park visitors.  For the Likert question, the greater 
majority of park visitors perceived the battlefields as important or very important for a cultural 
heritage value (69.8% or N = 708) and a national heritage value (95.2% or N = 989).  For the 
non-Likert questions, only one heritage value was more likely to be expressed by park visitors:  
historical.  Within the heritage value of historical, however, I found different types of historical 
references.  Overall, the participants found that the places were of “historic” significance, a 
generic term.  The following two historical categories were cultural (primarily Indian or Native 
American) and geographical (mostly Western or Montanan).  Other than of national importance, 
it seems that the battlefields were known as historical reminders of American Indian conflicts, 
Western expansion, and/or part of Montana’s development as a territory, leading to statehood.  
When looking at certain variables using Pearson’s Chi Square tests, however, the questionnaires 
had different results.  For example, visitors at BEPA and BIHO had higher than expected counts 
for the cultural and spiritual importance of the battlefields but less than expected counts for 
military significance of these cultural landscapes.  Meanwhile, park visitors who were American 
Indian or Alaskan Natives had higher than expected counts for the cultural, personal, and 
spiritual importance of the battlefields while Whites had lower than expected counts for the same 
heritage values.   
 Although general patterns of expressed heritage values existed with the four case studies, 
challenges arose when addressing and interpreting varied values for the diverse visitor 
population.  Should on-site interpretation reflect only the values of importance to the greater 
majority of park visitors, or should it cater to all visitors with their varied heritage values?  Based 
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on this data source, the four case studies have varied expressed heritage values at different sites 
by different people, but they show uniformly that these battlefields are socially relevant in 
contemporary society. 
 
Interviews 
 The greater majority of park personnel perceived that the four battlefields were of both 
national importance (N = 32), personal significance (N = 30), and other importance (N = 25).  
All of the interviewees believed that the battlefields possessed national significance, but differed 
on why these heritage sites were personally significant.  For many personnel, the battlefields 
were part of their locality (home) or even childhood interests.  Under the category of other, I 
found a singular resonating theme of the battlefields’ geography.  Park personnel connected with 
these tangible reference points for varied reasons.  A greater majority of personnel, however, did 
not personally feel connected to the battlefields culturally and spiritually, but they did 
acknowledge that these values were important for other park personnel and visitors.  Cultural 
heritage was either of American Indian and/or American (national) heritages.  Almost 60% 
perceived the battlefields as spiritually significant (N = 19), but nearly all of the interviewees 
acknowledged that the battlefields were spiritually important for other people.   
 The interviews provided an in-depth perspective of park personnel involved with on-site 
interpretation or management of the four case studies.  Based on the selected five questions, a 
greater majority of park personnel had slightly different expressed heritage values than the 
greater majority of park visitors.  Also, the demographics of park personnel differed slightly 
from the demographics of the park visitors.  The impact of the difference between the varied 
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heritage values of park personnel have on future on-site interpretation and management for park 
visitors, and vice versa, is unknown, but might be addressed in a future study. 
 
Participant Observations 
 The participant observations revealed that commemoration participants felt the 
battlefields were of national significance, but they also expressed other heritage values.  Of these 
other heritage values, cultural identity (in the form of conflict heritage), personal factors, and 
spiritual values resonated strongly.  Ironically, while all involved parties acknowledged the 
sacrifice of all battle participants and strove to make the historic battlefields nationally relevant 
and meaningful for all people in today’s society, the official commemorations at specific on-site 
monuments by certain groups underscored the physical segregation and continuing conflict at 
each place.  Particularly with LIBI, there was a continuing battle with separate monuments and 
individual groups commemorating their own heritages and memories.  For each battlefield, it is 
unlikely that a single monument could ever exist for the satisfaction of all descendant, and non-
descendant, battle participants; and it is unlikely a joint commemoration program of past and 
present enemies would ever occur at that monument’s location.  Battlefield heritage is rooted in 
conflict, with each group acknowledging “us versus them” place-based identity and collective 
memories.  Even the official name of a battlefield is a contentious topic.  Yet, all groups wanted 
to move forward and to make the battlefields socially relevant for all people by acknowledging 
and learning lessons from the ugly histories of the United States.  
The on-site monuments became focal areas for certain cultural groups to express their 
understanding of the past and its meaning in today’s society for place-based heritage and 
collective memories.  Although Smith (2004:195) spoke specifically about Indigenous people 
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from across the world involved in management and in defining heritage, all individuals fight for 
the “right to control a sense of their own identity.”  There is a battle for ownership in on-site 
interpretation.  Whose stories and the manner in which they are told affect heritage values and 
historical knowledge.  This type of place-based cultural heritage and identity resonated clearly 
when observing the battle anniversary programs at each of the four heritage sites. Two levels of 
filtering existed for “official” remembrances at the battlefields, which tended to mute some of 
this discord.  First, each cultural group either had individuals attend on their own or people were 
selected by others within the group to participate in the commemoration.  Second, each group’s 
commemoration must be approved either by the National Park Service (NPS) or Montana Fish, 
Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) for a permit and inclusion in the park’s program.  Although not 
everyone involved with a battlefield’s on-site interpretation might have agreed, these processes 
contributed to the tone of the “authorized” remembrance of the past at each site. 
Even though these conflict heritage sites acknowledged both sides of the battle 
participants, my observations focused primarily on official American Indian commemorations.  
Other than at LIBI, no military or Euro-American commemoration program occurred during my 
years conducting the participant observations.  This reflected a historical shift in terms of on-site 
commemoration programs over the decades.  In the early histories of the battlefields, the 
perspective and commemoration programs came from the Euro-Americans.  Since the 1970s 
onwards, the four battlefields swung in the other direction in which cultural groups would 
organize commemoration programs:  from Euro-American to American Indian groups.   
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Historical Research 
 The historical research on current battlefields’ official names and recent land 
management policies provided a contextual understanding for park visitors and personnel’s 
responses.  In particular, the fourth and fifth dimensions of the term cultural landscape helped 
put the historical research in perspective.  Using nearby geographical features for place names of 
the battlefields created a more neutral ground for park visitors and personnel.  The full official 
names of BEPA and BIHO, however, include Nez Perce National Historical Park.  The 
inclusion of “Nez Perce” implies that the battlefields have a primarily American Indian 
perspective on the historic battles.  Still, the official names of three battlefields had the word 
“national” and at least two of them have “historical” in their names.  The interpreted place-based 
words for the four battlefields might have played a factor in why park visitors and personnel 
were more likely to perceive these places of national or historical significance.  Recent land 
management policies attempt to create 1870s cultural landscape time capsules for park visitors 
and personnel to experience.  Although these goals are illusions, because natural and cultural 
resources change over time, attempts to provide the “frozen” historic battlefields still inspire 
feelings of authenticity and a tangible connection for people.  These connections ranged from 
realizing that the historic events actually took place to pondering emotionally the sacrifices 
committed by both sides of a battle.  Both the land management policies and official names of 
the battlefields play important roles in interpreting and remembering the historic events. 
 Based on the findings of the four data sources, I must reject the null hypothesis and retain 
the alternative hypothesis.  Therefore,  
The greater majority of battlefield visitors and personnel would NOT perceive 
these places as nationally significant as opposed to having other heritage values, 
including cultural, geographical, historical, military, other, personal, and spiritual. 
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Even though a greater majority of park visitors and personnel believed that the four battlefields 
were of national significance, the greater majority also perceived the case studies as culturally 
important (the visitors), historically important (the visitors), personally significant (the 
personnel), and geographically important (the personnel).   
 
Hypothesis Two 
 The second hypothesis employed the questionnaire for park visitors to test whether those 
visitors making commemoration pilgrimages had a stronger connection to the battlefields than 
average visitors.  I found that park visitors who made pilgrimages to attend an anniversary or 
commemoration program were more likely to have stronger connections to the battlefields than 
average park visitors during the anniversary or commemoration days.  I decided to look at the 
demographics of park visitors to determine which variables might have accounted for the 
variance. 
 The demographic category of age produced an intriguing patterning.  Older park visitors 
had higher median composite scores, indicating stronger connections than younger park visitors.  
Also, 63.5% (N = 671) of all questionnaire participants were between the ages of 46 and 73 years 
old.  The two largest age groups were between the ages of 53 and 59 years old (N = 203 or 
19.2%) and 60 and 66 years old (N = 204 or 19.3%).  Besides having overall higher median and 
mean scores for stronger connections to the battlefields, perhaps this older demographic had 
more time and resources to visit the battlefields than younger visitors.  This dissertation could 
not explain why younger visitors were not as place-based connected with their cultural heritages 
or historical knowledge as older visitors.   
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The demographic of ethnicity was the most revealing piece of information about park 
visitors during anniversary and commemoration days, for two reasons.  The first reason was that 
out of the sixty-two American Indian or Alaskan Natives to whom I administered the 
questionnaire, 38 participants (or 61.3%) were present during anniversary or commemoration 
days.  No other demographic category had a majority of participants during those special days:  
31 of out 38 American Indians or Alaskan Natives on those days made a deliberate anniversary 
or commemoration pilgrimage.  I have two possible explanations for this occurrence.  The first 
explanation is that American Indian cultures are more active in participating in pilgrimages to 
and commemorations at the battlefields for their cultural identities.  Overall, American Indian 
cultures perceive the concept of time and space differently than Euro-American cultures, 
especially concerning rituals, spirituality, history, and economics (e.g., Lane 2001:73-93; 
McAvoy 2002:389; Peterson-Lund 2011:388; Pickering 2004:88, 92; Pinxten 1995:234-235).  
For example, many of the American Indian or Alaskan Native questionnaire participants 
expressed that events in the past, present, and future are tightly connected at the battlefields 
while many Whites perceived the sites as historical time capsules of the 1870s, separated from 
their daily lives in the 2010s.  The second explanation is that the proximity of descendant tribal 
groups or their active participation in on-site interpretation played a significant factor for 
commemoration attendance at the battlefields.  These explanations were noticed during my 
preliminary literature review of Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and Isandlwana battlefields in Chapter 
3.  LIBI and ROBA are nearby the Crow and Northern Cheyenne reservations.  The majority of 
American Indian park visitors for those two battlefields were Crow and Northern Cheyenne.  
Also, the Northern Cheyenne declare June 25
th
 of each year as a holiday, which allows tribal 
members to travel from the reservation to LIBI for the day.  Because certain tribal bands of the 
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Nez Perce are actively involved in the interpretation of BEPA and BIHO, unsurprisingly, the 
majority of American Indian or Alaskan Native questionnaire participants were Nez Perce.  
Surprisingly, however, the majority of these Nez Perce lived six to seven hours away from either 
BEPA or BIHO.  They would travel only for the commemoration, usually on the Saturday 
closest to the anniversary for each battlefield.  As soon as the commemoration program ended, 
the majority of the Nez Perce would leave and return to their homes, which were most frequently 
in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington.  The second reason that this demographic was 
unusual was that the median and mean scores for the composite score on cultural importance for 
American Indians or Alaskan Natives were overall the highest within the category.  When I 
looked at each battlefield for this ethnicity by mean score, I noticed that BEPA had 6.7615, then 
LIBI with 5.3593, followed by BIHO with 5.1875, and finally ROBA with 3.9590 (Appendix O).  
Even though all of the battlefields have buried human remains from both sides, I believe that 
BEPA had the highest mean score because it was a surrender site and the terminal end to the Nez 
Perce War of 1877; and it was therefore a very emotionally-charged battlefield for visitors. 
The sources of significant variance among the questionnaire participants at the 
battlefields require further exploration.  This situation is similar to Ruth Benedict’s observations 
of comparing cultural integration:  fieldworkers must avoid the dangers of “facile 
generalizations” by recording “relevant behavior” while not overlooking data that nullify a 
hypothesis (1959:229).  The dissertation attempted to control the battlefield variables of the four 
case studies in Chapter 4, but cannot explain the differences beyond recording the different 
results of the variances.  For example, while the median scores for the battlefields were fairly 
close to each other, more outliers scored very high at BEPA, BIHO, and LIBI.  The three median 
scores would indicate that these battlefields were more significant than ROBA.  When looking at 
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the battlefield variable by which agency manages a battlefield, however, ROBA (managed by the 
MFWP) had a higher median score than the NPS sites.  When I considered the historical context 
of which side won each battle, LIBI (the only case study where American Indians won) had a 
higher median score.  Was LIBI more significant because park visitors and personnel had learned 
of this historic battle prior to their visits?  Do these individuals who commemorate this historic 
battle recognize more clearly the greater context of the centuries’ long conflict between different 
American Indian tribes and Euro-American expansion?  Finally, this dissertation attempted to 
look more closely at the role of on-site interpretation with people and battlefields as sacred 
landscapes, like with the literature review on the battlefields of Culloden, Fallen Timbers, and 
Isandlwana.  Interpretation, other than commemoration, undoubtedly plays a role at the four 
Montana case studies, but it was not the primary focus of this dissertation.  A questionnaire and 
semi-structured interview aimed at this topic for future research could measure the effect of 
interpretation on park visitors.   
  Based on the findings of the questionnaires, I must retain the null hypothesis.  Therefore,  
Park visitors who plan to attend or participate in an official on-site 
commemoration of one, or more, of the four American Indian battlefields would 
have stronger connections to the place due to cultural heritage or historical 
knowledge than an average visitor. 
 
Visitors who made anniversary pilgrimages to the four battlefields had stronger connections to 
those places than average visitors.   
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Further Research Recommendations and Questions 
This dissertation focused on four battlefields, their on-site interpretation, visitors touring 
them, and the personnel managing the sites.  I have four major recommendations to provide more 
reliable measurements and comparisons for future research that might be conducted along these 
same lines.  First, the categories of cultural heritage should have been defined more completely 
before administering the questionnaires and conducting the semi-structured interviews.  In 
particular, under the category “other,” I created three sub-categories:  geographical, historical, 
and military.  These three types of heritage values were not included as frequently as the other 
heritage values for the respondents to answer.  Further, refining the term historical into separate 
categories (as shown in Table 6.1) might have created different results.  Because no one has 
conducted this type of comparative research prior to this dissertation, however, I created the 
categories after preliminary observations in 2010 and during the analysis stage in 2012.  Second, 
the tallying of keywords or a phrase in the questionnaire and interview responses was somewhat 
arbitrary.  I anticipate that if someone else had tallied the responses into the heritage value 
categories, he/she might have slightly different interpretations.   Third, the inclusion of non-park 
personnel (e.g., tribal members of different American Indian councils; former park personnel and 
official volunteers; participants of battlefield re-enactments; organizers of staff rides) in the 
semi-structured interviews would have provided more qualitative data on park visitors’ 
experiences and beliefs about the battlefields.  The permits to conduct the dissertation at the case 
studies, however, limited me to only interviewing park personnel and official volunteers.  Fourth, 
administering the questionnaires for park visitors for more than two height-of-tourism seasons 
would minimize a skewed sample.  The participation of the army staff rides at LIBI and ROBA 
appear to have created some skewed results. 
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 Beyond these recommendations for future research along similar lines, this dissertation 
offers several research questions for further investigations, whether at these four battlefields or 
other battlefields in the world.  These are: 
 Is there a reliable comparative method to observe public perceptions of a 
battlefield as sacred that are not unique to one specific heritage site? 
 In what ways do key variables (e.g., land management, landownership, 
individuals involved with on-site interpretation) affect the perception of a 
battlefield as sacred? 
 In what ways do specific place-based narratives, on-site interpretative methods 
and commemoration programs, contribute to the perception of battlefields as 
sacred landscapes? 
 Is there a direct correlation between what visitors experience and how they 
receive and interpret on-site information that describes a battlefield as sacred? 
 Is there a spatial relationship between historical and archaeological knowledge of 
a site and where and when anniversary programs occur within a battlefield? 
 In what ways does the incorporation of new archaeological, historical, and/or oral 
accounts impact the intellectual and emotional understandings of the battlefield? 
 Does the public interpretation of tangible and intangible primary sources either 
refine a specific place-based narrative or increase the social significance of a 
cultural landscape? 
 Is it possible to replicate this research at either non-related battle sites or at 
another set of historically related battles (e.g., American Civil War, World War 
II)? 
 Do the responses of park visitors relate to previous experiences, particularly 
touring other battlefields or other types of heritage sites? 
 How do the demographics of park visitors and personnel play a role in the ways 
the battlefields are perceived as sacred places? 
 
Overall, this memory archaeology dissertation has touched upon these listed questions, but 
further research is required before making definite conclusions on the complex relationship 
between battlefields as sacred landscapes, on-site interpretation practices, and peoples’ cultural 
heritage and historical knowledge of those places.   
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Appendices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 9.1.  The questionnaire station at Rosebud Battlefield State Park during the summer of 
2012 (Keremedjiev 2012b). 
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Appendix A:  An Example of an On-Site Questionnaire for Park Visitors 
 
Control Number 1024-0224 
Current Expiration Date: 08-31-2014 
              
This survey looks at how people relate to an historic event when visiting a heritage site.  This research is being 
conducted for the National Park Service and is a part of a University of Montana doctoral work.    Your 
participation is voluntary.  The questionnaire should take between five and eight minutes to complete.  Thank you 
for your time. 
 
Section I.  Questions Related to Visiting Bear Paw Battlefield 
 
1. Why did you visit Bear Paw Battlefield today?  
 
2. Was visiting Bear Paw Battlefield the primary purpose of your visit to northern Montana? 
Yes        No 
 
3. What is your personal interest or connection to this site? 
 
4. Do you have any relatives who fought in the Battle of the Bear Paw?     Yes        No 
 
5. How important are the following in the significance of Bear Paw Battlefield to you: 
 Very Important Important Neutral Unimportant Very Unimportant 
Cultural Heritage/Ethnic 
Identity 
5 4 3 2 1 
National History 5 4 3 2 1 
Personal Factors 5 4 3 2 1 
Spiritual Values 5 4 3 2 1 
Other: 5 4 3 2 1 
 
6. Have you ever attended the commemorative anniversary activities at Bear Paw Battlefield?  
  Yes        No  If yes, what are your most significant memories? 
 
7. What activities did you do while visiting the battlefield today? 
 
8. Did you learn anything new today about Bear Paw Battlefield? 
 Yes        No  If so, what? 
 
9. Did the National Park Service do a good job in presenting information about Bear Paw Battlefield?   
 Yes        No  And, why?  
 
10. How often have you visited Bear Paw Battlefield in the past? (please check one answer) 
  Never             1 Time  2 to 5 Times         More than 5 Times 
 
If more than one time, when was your last visit?  ___________________ 
 
Please turn over page to complete other side. 
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Section II.  General Questions Related to Visiting Heritage Sites 
 
1.  Have you visited other historic battlefields?     Yes        No 
If so, please list as many sites as come to mind. 
 
2. Have you visited other types of heritage sites besides battlefields?   Yes        No 
If so, which ones? 
 
3. In general, what kinds of activities are important to you while visiting a historic site (please circle all that 
apply)? 
 Very Important Important Neutral Unimportant Very 
Unimportant 
Anniversary Programs 5 4 3 2 1 
Audio Tours 5 4 3 2 1 
Bookstores/Gift Shops 5 4 3 2 1 
Brochures or Pamphlets 5 4 3 2 1 
Films or Documentaries 5 4 3 2 1 
Kids’ Programs 5 4 3 2 1 
Museums 5 4 3 2 1 
Picnic Areas 5 4 3 2 1 
Ranger Talks  5 4 3 2 1 
Re-enactments 5 4 3 2 1 
Research Facilities 5 4 3 2 1 
Self-Guided Vehicle Roads 5 4 3 2 1 
Self-Guided Walking Trails 5 4 3 2 1 
Special Programs 5 4 3 2 1 
Other: 5 4 3 2 1 
 
4. Any additional comments? 
 
Section III.  Demographic Information 
Please supply the following anonymous information by writing in or checking the spaces that apply to you: 
 
Gender:   Female       What is your race?  (check one or more)     Age: 
  Male        American Indian or Alaskan Native  18 - 24 
Asian     25 - 31 
Highest Level of Education Completed:     Black or African American   32 - 38 
  Never Finished High School     Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander  39 - 45 
  High School Graduate      White      46 - 52 
  Some College         Are you Hispanic or Latino?  (check one)  53 - 59 
 Completed College         Yes               60 - 66 
 Some Graduate School    No      67 - 73 
 Advanced Degree         74 - 80 
           81 - 87 
Current state or country of residency?    How many miles did you travel to get here today?      88 - 94 
        __________________         __________________        
  
Have you ever served in the military?   Yes    No 
  
Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix B:  Locations of the Questionnaire Station at each Battlefield 
This document contains the locations of where I administered the on-site questionnaires 
for park visitors at BEPA, BIHO, LIBI, and ROBA in 2011 and 2012.   
 
 
 
Image 9.2.  A National Park Service map of BEPA.  The blue circle represents where the 
questionnaires were administered to park visitors in 2012 (National Park Service 2007a). 
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Image 9.3.  A National Park Service map of BIHO.  The blue circles represent where the 
questionnaires were administered to park visitors in 2012 (National Park Service 2012). 
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Image 9.4.  A National Park Service map of LIBI.  The blue circles represent where the 
questionnaires were administered to park visitors in 2012 (National Park Service 2013). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 9.5.  A Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks map of ROBA.  The blue circle represents where 
the questionnaires were administered to park visitors in 2011 and 2012 (Mappery 2013). 
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Appendix C:  Questionnaire Log Demographics 
 A total of 1,914 adults were approached to participate in the on-site questionnaire, which 
was administered at the four case studies.  The following tables are the demographics of gender, 
race, and current location of residency for these individuals. 
Table 9.1. Gender demographics of questionnaire participants and non-participants. 
Gender Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Male      
Grand Total 1076 96 451 411 118 
Volunteered 634 (58.92%) 61 (63.54%) 220 (48.78%) 257 (62.53%) 96 (81.36%) 
Declined 422 (41.08%) 35 (36.46%) 231 (51.22%) 154 (37.47%) 22 (18.64%) 
Female      
Grand Total 838 78 402 280 78 
Volunteered 422 (50.36%) 55 (70.51%) 173 (43.03%) 137 (48.8%) 57 (73.08%) 
Declined 416 (49.64%) 23 (29.49%) 229 (56.97%) 143 (51.2%) 21 (26.92%) 
 
 
 
Table 9.2. Ethnicity demographics of questionnaire participants and non-participants. 
Ethnicity Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
American Indian or Alaskan Native      
Grand Total 103 35 28 23* 17 
Volunteered 83 (80.58%) 23 21 28 11 
Declined 20 (19.42%) 12 7 * 6 
Black or African American      
Grand Total 8 0 3 4 1 
Volunteered 3 (37.5%) 0 1 2 0 
Declined 5 (62.5%) 0 2 2 1 
Asian      
Grand Total 15 1 7 5 2 
Volunteered 11 (73.33%) 1 6 3 1 
Declined 4 (26.67%) 0 1 2 1 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander      
Grand Total 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 
Volunteered 3 (100.0%)* 1 0 1 1 
Declined * * * * * 
White      
Grand Total 1759 136 806 642 175 
Volunteered 980 (55.71%) 99 374 367 140 
Declined 779 (44.29%) 37 432 275 35 
Hispanic or Latino      
Grand Total 29 2 9* 17 1 
Volunteered 22 (75.86%) 0 13 9 0 
Declined 7 (24.14%) 2 * 8 1 
*Based on my own observations/appearances and/or/versus self-identification 
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Table 9.3. Residency demographics of questionnaire participants and non- participants under ten 
regions for American states and territories 
By Region Total Participants Non-Participants 
I 27 10 17 
II 21 8 13 
III 57 26 31 
IV 63 48 15 
V 184 132 52 
VI 82 48 34 
VII 61 38 23 
VIII 629 327 302 
IX 194 101 93 
X 354 172 182 
Grand Total 1,672 910 762 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.4.  Residency demographics of questionnaire participants and non-participants for 
countries outside of the United States. 
Country Total Participants Non-Participants 
Australia 11 10 1 
Austria 1 1 0 
Belgium 3 1 2 
Brazil 1 1 0 
Canada 58 36 22 
Denmark 2 1 1 
England 12 2 10 
Finland 1 1 0 
France 5 1 4 
Germany 15 8 7 
Holland 3 1 2 
Ireland 7 2 5 
Mexico 1 0 1 
Netherlands 8 2 6 
New Zealand 3 1 2 
Norway 4 4 0 
Spain 2 0 2 
Switzerland 5 0 5 
United Kingdom 6 6 0 
Grand Total 148 78 70 
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Appendix D:  Detailed Table on the Demographics of Questionnaire Participants 
 
Table 9.5.  Questionnaire participant demographics for all of the case studies. 
 All Battlefields BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Gender  
Male 634 (60.0%) 61 220 257 96 
Female 442 (40.0%) 55 173 136 57 
Education  
Never Finished High School 13 (1.2%) 1 6 2 4 
High School Graduate 129 (12.2%) 18 40 52 19 
Some College 201 (19.0%) 24 88 58 31 
College Graduate 296 (28.0%) 35 107 112 42 
Some Graduate School 95 (9.0%) 10 35 36 14 
Advanced Degree 263 (24.9%) 20 96 114 33 
Missing Data 59 (5.6%) 8 21 20 10 
Ethnicity  
American Indian or Alaskan Native 62 (5.9%) 16 13 22 11 
Asian 6 (0.6%) 1 2 2 1 
Black or African American 3 (0.3%) 0 1 2 0 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 
2 (0.2%) 0 0 1 1 
White 938 (88.8%) 91 355 352 140 
Hispanic or Latino 22 (2.1%) 0 13 9 0 
Multi-Ethnic Identification 23 (2.2%) 8 9 6 0 
Age  
18-24 56 (5.3%) 9 20 17 10 
25-31 50 (4.7%) 7 8 21 14 
32-38 61 (5.8%) 6 17 24 14 
39-45 93 (8.8%) 12 41 24 16 
46-52 134 (12.7%) 12 52 51 19 
53-59 203 (19.2%) 20 68 90 25 
60-66 204 (19.3%) 20 82 76 26 
67-73 130 (12.3%) 17 53 46 14 
74-80 37 (3.5%) 5 18 10 4 
81-87 8 (0.8%) 2 3 2 1 
88-94 4 (0.4%) 0 3 0 1 
95-101 1 (0.1%) 0 0 1 0 
Missing Data 75 (7.1%) 6 28 32 9 
Military Service  
Yes 267 (25.3%) 24 84 102 57 
No 766 (72.5%) 92 301 282 93 
Missing Data 23 (2.2%) 2 8 10 3 
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Appendix E:  Questionnaire Participants’ Current USA State or Territory of Residency by 
Region 
Chart 9.1.  Questionnaire participants from Region I. 
 
 
 
Chart 9.2. Questionnaire participants from Region II.
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Chart 9.3. Questionnaire participants from Region III. 
 
 
 
 
Chart 9.4. Questionnaire participants from Region IV. 
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Chart 9.5. Questionnaire participants from Region V. 
 
 
 
 
Chart 9.6. Questionnaire participants from Region IV. 
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Chart 9.7. Questionnaire participants from Region VII. 
 
 
 
 
Chart 9.8. Questionnaire participants from Region VIII. 
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Chart 9.9. Questionnaire participants from Region IX. 
 
 
 
 
Chart 9.10. Questionnaire participants from Region X. 
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Appendix F:  Interview Consent Form 
 
 
This interview looks at how people relate to an historic event when visiting a heritage site.  This 
research is being conducted for the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, the National Park Service, 
and is a part of a University of Montana doctoral work.  I will be the interviewer and your 
participation is voluntary.  All information will be kept anonymous unless you are willing to be 
identified.  You can stop the interview at any time for any reason.  The interview should take 
about thirty minutes to complete.  Thank you for your time. 
 
 
If you agree to participate in this interview, please mark an “X” below this line: 
 
______________ 
 
 
 
Please answer the following anonymous demographic information: 
 
Gender:  Female   What is your race? (check one or more) 
   Male     American Indian or Alaskan Native 
       Asian 
Highest Level of Education Completed:  Black or African American 
  Never Finished High School  Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
  High School Graduate   White 
  Some College        Are you Hispanic or Latino? (check one) 
  Some Graduate School    Yes 
  Advanced Degree     No 
  
      Current state or country of residency: 
Age:   ______    ______________________________ 
 
      How far did you travel to get here? 
      ______________________________ 
 
Are you currently or have you served in the military?  Yes     No 
 
 
If you wish to be identified in this study, please sign and date below: 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
Printed Name    Signature    Date 
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Appendix G:  Detailed Table on the Demographics of Interviewees 
 
 
Table 9.6.  Interviewee demographics for all of the case studies. 
 Total BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Gender 
Male 17 2 3 9 3 
Female 15 2 9 4 0 
Ethnicity* 
Native American 6 1 2 3 0 
White 26 3 10 10 3 
Hispanic 1 0 0 1 0 
Education 
High School Graduate 2 0 2 0 0 
Some College 7 0 5 1 1 
Completed College 13 1 3 7 2 
Some Graduate School 3 1 2 0 0 
Advanced Degree 7 2 0 5 0 
Residency 
Idaho 4 1 3 0 0 
Illinois 1 0 1 0 0 
Maryland 1 0 0 1 0 
Montana 19 3 6 8 2 
Pennsylvania 1 0 1 0 0 
Tennessee 1 0 0 1 0 
Texas 1 0 0 1 0 
Virginia 1 0 1 0 0 
Washington 1 0 0 1 0 
Wyoming 2 0 0 1 1 
Age 
18-24 7 1 6 0 0 
25-31 6 0 2 2 2 
32-38 2 0 1 1 0 
39-45 0 0 0 0 0 
46-52 7 1 3 3 0 
53-59 4 1 0 2 1 
60-66 2 0 0 2 0 
67-73 3 1 0 2 0 
None Given 1 0 0 1 0 
Military Service 
Yes 4 1 0 1 2 
No 28 3 4 10 11 
*One interviewee self-identified with more than one ethnicity. 
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Appendix H:  Interview Questions of the First Round (an example from BIHO) 
 
Short Verbal Disclaimer:  This study is being conducted for the National Park Service to help 
managers understand the ways people relate to an historic event when visiting a heritage site.  I 
will be the interviewer and this research is a part of my doctoral work at the University of 
Montana.  Your participation is voluntary.  All information will be kept anonymous unless you 
are willing to be identified.  You can stop the interview at any time for any reason.  The interview 
should take about thirty minutes to complete.  Thank you for your time. 
Section I.  Questions Related to Interpretation and Management of Big Hole National 
Battlefield 
1.  How long have you worked for the National Park Service? 
a. How long have you worked at Big Hole National Battlefield? 
2. Why did you join the National Park Service? 
3. What role do you have in on-site interpretation of the historic battlefield? 
4. What information do you use for generating on-site interpretation? 
a. Do you use any archaeological information? 
5. Overall, what do you think about the way Big Hole National Battlefield is currently 
presenting information about the historic battle? 
a. Has this changed over time? 
6. What would you like to see going forward for on-site interpretation of the Big Hole 
National Battlefield? 
7. What do you think about how the park used to manage the historic battle? 
a. Has this changed over time? 
Section II.  Questions Related to Informing Visitors about Big Hole National Battlefield 
1. How effective do you think the Big Hole National Battlefield is in informing visitors 
about the significance of the historic battlefield? 
a. Why do you feel this way? 
2. What ways are effective for informing park visitors about the significance of the historic 
battlefield? 
3. How effective is the National Park Service in training personnel to inform visitors about 
the significance of the historic battlefield? 
a. Why do you feel this way? 
4. What ways are effective for training personnel? 
Section III.  Questions Related to Big Hole National Battlefield 
1. How do you feel about Big Hole National Battlefield? 
a. Why do you feel this way? 
2. What is the significance of this site for you? 
a. Why do you feel this way? 
b. Is this place of ethnic or cultural heritage importance to you? 
c. Is this place of national importance to you? 
d. Is this place of personal importance to you? 
e. Is this place of spiritual importance to you? 
f. Any other reason of significance? 
3. What words come to mind when thinking about the landscape? 
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Appendix I:  Interview Questions of the Second Round (an example from BIHO) 
 
Section IV.  Additional Questions 
1.  Which adjectives come to mind when you think of Big Hole National Battlefield? 
 a. Why do you feel this way? 
2.  What are your thoughts about the past management of natural resources at Big Hole National  
      Battlefield? 
a.  What are your thoughts about the current management of natural resources at Big Hole  
National Battlefield? 
3.  In your own observations, what do you think visitors are most interested to learn about Big    
     Hole National Battlefield? 
4.  In your own opinion, what is the message of Big Hole National Battlefield? 
a.  In your own opinion, what should be the message of Big Hole National Battlefield? 
5.  In general, why do you think American battlefields are often perceived as sacred landscapes? 
6.  Anything else that you would like to add that comes to mind about Big Hole National 
Battlefield? 
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Appendix J:  Detailed Tables on the Absolute and Relative Frequencies for the Four 
Questions of the First Hypothesis by All Questionnaire Participants. 
 
 
Table 9.7.  Responses to the question 1H1, Why did you visit [the specific battlefield]?* 
Heritage Value Yes Percentage No Percentage Likelihood Percentage^ 
Cultural 120 11.5% 920 88.5% 77.0% 
National 38 3.7% 1002 96.3% 92.6% 
Personal 241 23.2% 799 76.8% 53.6% 
Spiritual 7 0.7% 1033 99.3% 98.6% 
Other 470 45.2% 570 54.8% 9.6% 
Geographical 320  30.8% 720 69.2% 38.4% 
Historical 366 35.2% 674 64.8% 29.6% 
Military 153 14.7% 887 85.3% 70.6% 
*N = 1040.  ^Red font means a negative percentage; black font means a positive percentage. 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.8.  Responses to the question 1H2 What is your personal interest or connection to this 
site?* 
Heritage Value Yes Percentage No Percentage Likelihood Percentage^ 
Cultural 208 21.8% 747 78.2% 56.4% 
National 82 8.6% 873 91.4% 82.8% 
Personal  238 24.9% 717 75.1% 50.2% 
Spiritual 7 0.7% 948 99.3% 98.6% 
Other 118 12.4% 837 87.6% 75.2% 
Geographical 192 20.1% 763 79.9% 59.8% 
Historical 552 57.9% 403 42.1% 15.8% 
Military 141 14.8% 814 85.2% 70.4% 
     *N = 955.  ^Red font means a negative percentage; black font means a positive percentage. 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.9.  Cultural, national, personal, and spiritual heritage value responses to the question 
1H3, How important are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you? 
Ranking Very 
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
N 
Cultural 34 (3.3%) 48 (4.7%) 226 (22.2%) 267 (26.8%) 441 (43.0%) 1016 
National 6 (0.6%) 4 (0.4%) 40 (3.8%) 285 (27.4%) 704 (67.8%) 1039 
Personal 50 (4.9%) 85 (8.4%) 310 (30.7%) 269 (26.6%) 297 (29.4%) 1011 
Spiritual 81 (8.0%) 108 (10.7%) 290 (28.6%) 223 (22.0%) 312 (30.7%) 1014 
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Table 9.10.  Other heritage value responses to the question 1H3, How important are the 
following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you? 
Ranking Very 
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
N 
Other 30 (8.4%) 22 (6.2%) 125 (35.0%) 55 (15.4%) 125 (35.0%) 357 
Geographical 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (100.0%) 5 
Historical 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 6 (100.0%) 6 
Military 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (33.3%) 4 (66.7%) 6 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.11.  Responses to the question 1H4, Did you learn anything new today about [the 
specific battlefield]?* 
Heritage Value Yes Percentage No Percentage Likelihood Percentage^ 
Cultural 199 29.9% 466 70.1% 40.2% 
National 18 2.7% 647 97.3% 94.6% 
Personal 14 2.1% 651 97.9% 95.8% 
Spiritual 2 0.3% 663 99.7% 99.4% 
Other 172 25.9% 493 74.1% 48.2% 
Geographical 163 24.5% 502 75.5% 51.0% 
Historical 403 60.6% 262 39.4% 21.2% 
Military 301 45.3% 364 54.7% 9.4% 
*N = 665.  ^Red font means a negative percentage; black font means a positive percentage. 
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Appendix K:  Detailed Tables on the Absolute and Relative Frequencies for the Four 
Questions of the First Hypothesis by Battlefield. 
 
Table 9.12.  Responses by battlefield to the question 1H1, Why did you visit [the specific 
battlefield]? 
Heritage Value Response BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Cultural Yes 23 (19.8%) 50 (13.0%) 20 (5.2%) 27 (17.9%) 
 No 93 (80.2%) 335 (87.0%) 368 (94.8%) 124 (82.1%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
National Yes 3 (2.6%) 10 (2.6%) 22 (5.7%) 3 (2.0%) 
 No 113 (97.4%) 375 (97.4%) 366 (94.3%) 148 (98.0%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
Personal Yes 31 (26.7%) 93 (24.2%) 84 (21.6%) 33 (21.9%) 
 No 85 (73.3%) 292 (75.8%) 304 (78.4%) 118 (78.1%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
Spiritual Yes 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (1.0%) 3 (2.0%) 
 No 116 (100.0%) 385 (100.0%) 384 (99.0%) 148 (98.0%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
Other Yes 40 (34.5%) 190 (49.4%) 171 (44.1%) 69 (45.7%) 
 No 76 (65.5%) 195 (50.6%) 217 (55.9%) 82 (54.3%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
Geographical Yes 46 (39.7%) 116 (30.1%) 110 (28.4%) 48 (31.8%) 
 No 70 (60.3%) 269 (69.9%) 278 (71.6%) 103 (68.2%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
Historical Yes 37 (31.9%) 112 (29.1%) 149 (38.4%) 68 (45.0%) 
 No 79 (68.1%) 273 (70.9%) 239 (61.6%) 83 (55.0%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
Military Yes 8 (6.9%) 19 (4.9%) 64 (16.5%) 62 (41.1%) 
 No 108 (93.1%) 366 (95.1%) 324 (83.5%) 89 (58.9%) 
Total 116 385 388 151 
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Table 9.13.  Responses by battlefield to the question 1H2, What is your personal interest or 
connection to this site? 
Heritage Value Response BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Cultural Yes 29 (25.9%) 104 (27.9%) 60 (16.2%) 15 (15.2%) 
 No 83 (74.1%) 269 (72.1%) 311 (83.8%) 84 (84.8%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
National Yes 6 (5.4%) 28 (7.5%) 43 (11.6%) 5 (5.1%) 
 No 106 (94.6%) 345 (92.5%) 328 (88.4%) 94 (94.9%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
Personal Yes 35 (31.3%) 91 (24.4%) 85 (22.9%) 27 (27.3%) 
 No 77 (68.7%) 282 (75.6%) 286 (77.1%) 72 (72.7%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
Spiritual Yes 0 (0.0%) 5 (1.3%) 2 (0.5%) 0 (0.0%) 
 No 112 (100.0%) 368 (98.7%) 369 (99.5%) 99 (100.0%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
Other Yes 19 (17.0%) 51 (13.7%) 40 (10.8%) 8 (8.1%) 
 No 93 (83.0%) 322 (86.3%) 331 (89.2%) 91 (91.9%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
Geographical Yes 27 (24.1%) 76 (20.4%) 67 (18.1%) 22 (22.2%) 
 No 85 (75.9%) 297 (79.6%) 304 (81.9%) 77 (77.8%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
Historical Yes 52 (46.4%) 204 (54.7%) 228 (61.5%) 68 (68.7%) 
 No 60 (53.6%) 169 (45.3%) 143 (38.5%) 31 (31.3%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
Military Yes 9 (8.0%) 26 (7.0%) 70 (18.9%) 36 (36.4%) 
 No 103 (92.0%) 347 (93.0%) 301 (81.1%) 63 (63.6%) 
Total 112 373  371 99 
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Table 9.14.  Response by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important are the following in the 
significance of [the specific battlefield] to you? 
Heritage Value Response BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Cultural Very Important 55 (48.2%) 162 (43.2%) 164 (43.3%) 60 (40.6%) 
 Important 22 (19.3%) 96 (25.6%) 113 (29.8%) 36 (24.3%) 
Neutral 31 (27.2%) 89 (23.7%) 70 (18.5%) 36 (24.3%) 
Unimportant 4 (3.5%) 18 (4.8%) 18 (4.7%) 8 (5.4%) 
Very Unimportant 2 (1.8%) 10 (2.7%) 14 (3.7%) 8 (5.4%) 
Total 114 375 379 148 
National Very Important 69 (60.5%) 263 (67.7%) 264 (68.8%) 108 (71.1%) 
 Important 40 (35.1%) 106 (27.2%) 99 (25.8%) 40 (26.3%) 
Neutral 4 (3.5%) 16 (4.1%) 17 (4.4%) 3 (2.0%) 
Unimportant 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.5%) 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.6%) 
Very Unimportant 1 (0.9%) 2 (0.5%) 3 (0.7%) 0 (0.0%) 
Total 114 389 384 152 
Personal Very Important 35 (31.3%) 101 (27.0%) 108 (28.6%) 53 (36.3%) 
 Important 26 (23.2%) 112 (29.9%) 95 (25.1%) 36 (24.7%) 
Neutral 38 (34.0%) 114 (30.4%) 119 (31.5%) 39 (26.7%) 
Unimportant 9 (8.0%) 30 (8.0%) 35 (9.3%) 11 (7.5%) 
Very Unimportant 4 (3.5%) 18 (4.7%) 21 (5.5%) 7 (4.8%) 
Total 112 375 378 146 
Spiritual Very Important 45 (39.5%) 117 (31.0%) 110 (29.2%) 40 (27.6%) 
 Important 18 (15.8%) 99 (26.2%) 82 (21.8%) 24 (16.6%) 
Neutral 35 (30.7%) 103 (27.2%) 110 (29.2%) 42 (29.0%) 
Unimportant 11 (9.6%) 36 (9.5%) 43 (11.4%) 18 (12.4%) 
Very Unimportant 5 (4.4%) 23 (6.1%) 32 (8.4%) 21 (14.4%) 
Total 114 378 377 145 
Other Very Important 10 (23.8%) 49 (36.0%) 45 (34.6%) 21 (42.9%) 
 Important 5 (11.9%) 28 (20.6%) 12 (9.2%) 10 (20.4%) 
Neutral 22 (52.4%) 43 (31.6%) 51 (39.2%) 9 (18.4%) 
Unimportant 2 (4.8%) 9 (6.6%) 7 (5.4%) 4 (8.2%) 
Very Unimportant 3 (7.1%) 7 (5.2%) 15 (11.6%) 5 (10.1%) 
Total 42 136 130 49 
Geographical Very Important 0 (N/A) 2 (100.0%) 0 (N/A) 3 (100.0%) 
 Important 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 
Neutral 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 
Unimportant 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 
Very Unimportant 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 
Total 0 2 0 3 
Historical Very Important 0 (N/A) 1 (100.0%) 5 (100.0%) 0 (N/A) 
 Important 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 
Neutral 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 
Unimportant 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 
Very Unimportant 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (N/A) 
Total 0 1 5 0 
Military Very Important 0 (N/A) 1 (100.0%) 3 (75.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
 Important 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 1 (25.0%) 1 (100.0%) 
Neutral 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
Unimportant 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
Very Unimportant 0 (N/A) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
Total 0 1 4 1 
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Table 9.15.  Responses by battlefield to the question 1H4, Did you learn anything new today 
about [the specific battlefield]? 
Heritage Value Response BEPA BIHO LIBI ROBA 
Cultural Yes 24 (32.9%) 89 (35.5%) 63 (26.5%) 23 (22.3%) 
 No 49 (67.1%) 162 (64.5%) 175 (73.5%) 80 (77.7%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
National Yes 1 (1.4%) 3 (1.2%) 11 (4.6%) 3 (2.9%) 
 No 72 (98.6%) 248 (98.8%) 227 (95.4%) 100 (97.1%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
Personal Yes 0 (0.0%) 7 (2.8%) 6 (2.5%) 1 (1.0%) 
 No 73 (100.0%) 244 (97.2%) 232 (97.5%) 102 (99.0%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
Spiritual Yes 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.8%) 0 (0.0%) 
 No 73 (100.0%) 251 (100.0%) 236 (99.2%)  103 (100.0%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
Other Yes 19 (26.0%) 83 (33.1%) 52 (21.8%) 18 (17.5%) 
 No 54 (74.0%) 168 (66.9%) 186 (78.2%) 85 (82.5%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
Geographical Yes 18 (24.7%) 38 (15.1%) 69 (29.0%) 38 (36.9%) 
 No 55 (75.3%) 213 (84.9%) 169 (71.0%) 65 (63.1%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
Historical Yes 42 (57.5%) 144 (57.4%) 151 (63.4%) 66 (64.1%) 
 No 31 (42.5%) 107 (42.6%) 87 (36.6%) 37 (35.9%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
Military Yes 29 (39.7%) 89 (35.5%) 124 (52.1%) 59 (57.3%) 
 No 44 (60.3%) 162 (64.5%) 114 (47.9%) 44 (42.7%) 
Total 73 251 238 103 
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Appendix L:  Expected and Observed Counts of the Pearson’s Chi Square Test Results by 
the Battlefield Variable for Values Less than P = 0.05. 
 
 
 
Table 9.16.  Cultural heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 23 93 
Expected 13.4 102.6 
BIHO Observed 50 335 
Expected 44.4 340.6 
LIBI Observed 20 368 
Expected 44.8 343.2 
ROBA Observed 27 124 
Expected 17.4 133.6 
Total Observed 120 920 
Expected 120.0 920.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000.  ^N = 1040 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.17.  Spiritual heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 0 116 
Expected .8 115.2 
BIHO Observed 0 385 
Expected 2.6 382.4 
LIBI Observed 4 384 
Expected 2.6 385.4 
ROBA Observed 3 148 
Expected 1.0 150.0 
Total Observed 7 1033 
Expected 7.0 1033.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.045.  ^N = 1040 
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Table 9.18.  Other heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H1, Why did you visit 
[the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 40 76 
Expected 52.4 63.6 
BIHO Observed 190 195 
Expected 174.0 211.0 
LIBI Observed 171 217 
Expected 175.3 212.7 
ROBA Observed 69 82 
Expected 68.2 82.8 
Total Observed 470 570 
Expected 470.0 570.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.041.  ^N = 1040 
 
Table 9.19.  Historical heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 37 79 
Expected 40.8 75.2 
BIHO Observed 112 273 
Expected 135.5 249.5 
LIBI Observed 149 239 
Expected 136.5 251.5 
ROBA Observed 68 83 
Expected 53.1 97.9 
Total Observed 366 674 
Expected 366.0 674.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.002.  ^N = 1040 
 
Table 9.20.  Military heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 8 108 
Expected 17.1 98.9 
BIHO Observed 19 366 
Expected 56.6 328.4 
LIBI Observed 64 324 
Expected 57.1 330.9 
ROBA Observed 62 89 
Expected 22.2 128.8 
Total Observed 153 887 
Expected 153.0 887.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000.  ^N = 1040 
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Table 9.21.  Cultural heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 29 83 
Expected 24.4 87.6 
BIHO Observed 104 269 
Expected 81.2 291.8 
LIBI Observed 60 311 
Expected 80.8 290.2 
ROBA Observed 15 84 
Expected 21.6 77.4 
Total Observed 208 747 
Expected 208.0 747.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000.  ^N = 955 
 
Table 9.22.  National heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 6 106 
Expected 9.6 102.4 
BIHO Observed 28 345 
Expected 32.0 341.0 
LIBI Observed 43 328 
Expected 31.9 339.1 
ROBA Observed 5 94 
Expected 8.5 90.5 
Total Observed 82 873 
Expected 82.0 873.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.048.  ^N = 955 
 
Table 9.23.  Historical heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 52 60 
Expected 64.7 47.3 
BIHO Observed 204 169 
Expected 215.6 157.4 
LIBI Observed 228 143 
Expected 214.4 156.6 
ROBA Observed 68 31 
Expected 57.2 41.8 
Total Observed 552 403 
Expected 552.0 403.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.003.  ^N = 955 
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Table 9.24.  Military heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 9 103 
Expected 16.5 95.5 
BIHO Observed 26 347 
Expected 55.1 317.9 
LIBI Observed 70 301 
Expected 54.8 316.2 
ROBA Observed 36 63 
Expected 14.6 84.4 
Total Observed 141 814 
Expected 141.0 814.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000.  ^N = 955 
 
 
 
Table 9.25.  Spiritual heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you??*^ 
Battlefield Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
BEPA Observed 5 11 35 18 45 
Expected 9.1 12.1 32.6 25.1 35.1 
BIHO Observed 23 36 103 99 117 
Expected 30.2 40.3 108.1 83.1 116.3 
LIBI Observed 32 43 110 82 110 
Expected 30.1 40.2 107.8 82.9 116.0 
ROBA Observed 21 18 42 24 40 
Expected 11.6 15.4 41.5 31.9 44.6 
Total Observed 81 108 290 223 312 
Expected 81.0 108.0 290.0 223.0 312.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.023.  ^N = 1014 
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Table 9.26.  Other heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Battlefield Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
BEPA Observed 3 2 22 5 10 
Expected 3.5 2.6 14.7 6.5 14.7 
BIHO Observed 7 9 43 28 49 
Expected 11.4 8.4 47.6 21.0 47.6 
LIBI Observed 15 7 51 12 45 
Expected 10.9 8.0 45.5 20.0 45.5 
ROBA Observed 5 4 9 10 21 
Expected 4.1 3.0 17.2 7.5 17.2 
Total Observed 30 22 125 55 125 
Expected 30.0 22.0 125.0 55.0 125.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.039.  ^N = 1014 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.27.  Cultural heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H4, Did you learn 
anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 24 49 
Expected 21.8 51.2 
BIHO Observed 89 162 
Expected 75.1 175.9 
LIBI Observed 63 175 
Expected 71.2 166.8 
ROBA Observed 23 80 
Expected 30.8 72.2 
Total Observed 199 466 
Expected 199.0 466.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.043.  ^N = 665 
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Table 9.28.  Other heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H4, Did you learn 
anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 19 54 
Expected 18.9 54.1 
BIHO Observed 83 168 
Expected 64.9 186.1 
LIBI Observed 52 186 
Expected 61.6 176.4 
ROBA Observed 18 85 
Expected 26.6 76.4 
Total Observed 172 493 
Expected 172.0 493.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.006.  ^N = 665 
 
Table 9.29.  Geographical heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H4, Did you 
learn anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 18 55 
Expected 17.9 55.1 
BIHO Observed 38 213 
Expected 61.5 189.5 
LIBI Observed 69 169 
Expected 58.3 179.7 
ROBA Observed 38 65 
Expected 25.2 77.8 
Total Observed 163 502 
Expected 163.0 502.0 
  *Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000.  ^N = 665 
 
Table 9.30.  Military heritage value responses by battlefield to the question 1H4, Did you learn 
anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Battlefield Count Yes No 
BEPA Observed 29 44 
Expected 33.0 40.0 
BIHO Observed 89 162 
Expected 113.6 137.4 
LIBI Observed 124 114 
Expected 107.7 130.3 
ROBA Observed 59 44 
Expected 46.6 56.4 
Total Observed 301 364 
Expected 301.0 364.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000.  ^N = 665 
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Appendix M:  The Responses of Park Visitors by Ethnicity, Military Service, and Current 
Place of Residency for the First Hypothesis 
 
Table 9.31.  Cultural heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H1, Why did you visit 
[the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 22 40 62 
Expected 7.2 54.8 62.0 
Asian Observed 1 5 6 
Expected .7 5.3 6.0 
African Observed 0 3 3 
Expected .3 2.7 3.0 
NH Observed 0 2 2 
Expected .2 1.8 2.0 
White Observed 95 828 923 
Expected 106.5 816.5 923.0 
Hispanic Observed 1 21 22 
Expected 2.5 19.5 22.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 1 21 22 
Expected 2.5 19.5 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.00 
^N = 1040 
 
 
Table 9.32.  Cultural heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 30 22 52 
Expected 11.3 40.7 52.0 
Asian Observed 1 4 5 
Expected 1.1 3.9 5.0 
African Observed 1 2 3 
Expected .7 2.3 3.0 
NH Observed 0 2 2 
Expected .4 1.6 2.0 
White Observed 158 694 852 
Expected 185.6 666.4 852.0 
Hispanic Observed 5 14 19 
Expected 4.1 14.9 19.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 13 9 22 
Expected 4.8 17.2 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 955 
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Table 9.33.  Cultural heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
Total 
American 
Indian 
Observed 1 0 1 7 48 57 
Expected 1.9 2.7 12.7 15.0 24.7 57.0 
Asian Observed 0 0 2 3 1 6 
Expected .2 .3 1.3 1.6 2.6 6.0 
African Observed 0 1 0 0 2 3 
Expected .1 .1 .7 .8 1.3 3.0 
NH Observed 0 1 0 0 1 2 
Expected .1 .1 .4 .5 .9 2.0 
White Observed 33 44 216 247 364 904 
Expected 30.3 42.7 201.1 237.6 392.4 904.0 
Hispanic Observed 0 2 4 4 12 22 
Expected .7 1.0 4.9 5.8 9.5 22.0 
Multi-
Ethnicity 
Observed 0 0 3 6 13 22 
Expected .7 1.0 4.9 5.8 9.5 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 1016 
 
 
Table 9.34.  Personal heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 32 20 52 
Expected 13.0 39.0 52.0 
Asian Observed 0 5 5 
Expected 1.2 3.8 5.0 
African Observed 1 2 3 
Expected .7 2.3 3.0 
NH Observed 1 1 2 
Expected .5 1.5 2.0 
White Observed 186 666 852 
Expected 212.3 639.7 852.0 
Hispanic Observed 4 15 19 
Expected 4.7 14.3 19.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 14 8 22 
Expected 5.5 16.5 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 955 
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Table 9.35.  Personal heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
Total 
American 
Indian 
Observed 2 0 4 13 36 55 
Expected 2.7 4.6 16.9 14.6 16.2 55.0 
Asian Observed 0 0 4 2 0 6 
Expected .3 .5 1.8 1.6 1.8 6.0 
African Observed 0 1 1 0 1 3 
Expected .1 .3 .9 .8 .9 3.0 
NH Observed 0 1 0 0 1 2 
Expected .1 .2 .6 .5 .6 2.0 
White Observed 47 81 287 246 242 903 
Expected 44.7 75.9 276.9 240.3 265.3 903.0 
Hispanic Observed 0 1 10 4 7 22 
Expected 1.1 1.8 6.7 5.9 6.5 22.0 
Multi-
Ethnicity 
Observed 1 1 4 4 10 21 
Expected 1.0 1.7 6.1 5.3 5.9 21.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 1012 
 
 
Table 9.36.  Spiritual heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
Total 
American 
Indian 
Observed 2 1 2 12 40 57 
Expected 4.6 6.1 16.3 12.5 17.5 57.0 
Asian Observed 0 0 4 1 1 6 
Expected .5 .6 1.7 1.3 1.8 6.0 
African Observed 0 1 1 0 1 3 
Expected .2 .3 .9 .7 .9 3.0 
NH Observed 0 1 0 0 1 2 
Expected .2 .2 .6 .4 .6 2.0 
White Observed 79 103 273 197 251 903 
Expected 72.1 96.2 258.3 198.6 277.8 903.0 
Hispanic Observed 0 2 6 6 8 22 
Expected 1.8 2.3 6.3 4.8 6.8 22.0 
Multi-
Ethnicity 
Observed 0 0 4 7 10 21 
Expected 1.7 2.2 6.0 4.6 6.5 21.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 1014 
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Table 9.37.  Other heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H3, How important are 
the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
Total 
American 
Indian 
Observed 2 0 3 4 15 24 
Expected 2.0 1.5 8.4 3.7 8.4 24.0 
Asian Observed 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Expected .2 .1 .7 .3 .7 2.0 
African Observed 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Expected .1 .1 .4 .2 .4 1.0 
NH Observed 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Expected .1 .1 .4 .2 .4 1.0 
White Observed 28 21 113 47 103 312 
Expected 26.2 19.2 109.2 48.1 109.2 312.0 
Hispanic Observed 0 0 4 1 4 9 
Expected .8 .6 3.2 1.4 3.2 9.0 
Multi-
Ethnicity 
Observed 0 0 0 3 2 8 
Expected .7 .5 .5 1.2 2.8 8.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.038 
^N = 357 
 
Table 9.38.  Geographical heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H1, Why did 
you visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 16 46 62 
Expected 19.1 42.9 62.0 
Asian Observed 0 6 6 
Expected 1.8 4.2 6.0 
African Observed 2 1 3 
Expected .9 2.1 3.0 
NH Observed 2 0 2 
Expected .6 1.4 2.0 
White Observed 281 642 923 
Expected 284.0 639.0 923.0 
Hispanic Observed 9 13 22 
Expected 6.8 15.2 22.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 10 12 22 
Expected 6.8 15.2 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.043 
^N = 1040 
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Table 9.39.  Historical heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 13 49 62 
Expected 21.8 40.2 62.0 
Asian Observed 1 5 6 
Expected 2.1 3.9 6.0 
African Observed 2 1 3 
Expected 1.1 1.9 3.0 
NH Observed 2 0 2 
Expected .7 1.3 2.0 
White Observed 331 592 923 
Expected 324.8 598.2 923.0 
Hispanic Observed 10 12 22 
Expected 7.7 14.3 22.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 7 15 22 
Expected 7.7 14.3 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.048 
^N = 1040 
 
 
Table 9.40.  Historical heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 21 31 52 
Expected 30.1 21.9 52.0 
Asian Observed 1 4 5 
Expected 2.9 2.1 5.0 
African Observed 2 1 3 
Expected 1.7 1.3 3.0 
NH Observed 0 2 2 
Expected 1.2 .8 2.0 
White Observed 504 348 852 
Expected 492.5 359.5 852.0 
Hispanic Observed 12 7 19 
Expected 11.0 8.0 19.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 12 10 22 
Expected 12.7 9.3 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.040 
^N = 955 
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Table 9.41.  Military heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H1, Why did you visit 
[the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Ethnicity Count Yes No Total 
American Indian Observed 8 54 62 
Expected 9.1 52.9 62.0 
Asian Observed 0 6 6 
Expected .9 5.1 6.0 
African Observed 3 0 3 
Expected .4 2.6 3.0 
NH Observed 0 2 2 
Expected .3 1.7 2.0 
White Observed 139 784 923 
Expected 135.8 787.2 923.0 
Hispanic Observed 1 21 22 
Expected 3.2 18.8 22.0 
Multi-Ethnicity Observed 2 20 22 
Expected 3.2 18.8 22.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.002 
^N = 1040 
 
 
Table 9.42.  Cultural heritage value responses by military service to the question 1H1, Why did 
you visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Military Service Count Yes No Total 
Ever Served in the Military Observed 30.4 242 262 
Expected 262 231.6 262.0 
Never Served in the Military Observed 98 658 756 
Expected 87.6 668.4 756.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.02 
^N = 1018 
 
 
Table 9.43.  National heritage value responses by military service to the question 1H2, What is 
your personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Military Service Count Yes No Total 
Ever Served in the Military Observed 12 239 251 
Expected 21.7 229.3 251.0 
Never Served in the Military Observed 69 618 687 
Expected 59.3 627.7 687.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.011 
^N = 938 
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Table 9.44.  Military heritage value responses by military service to the question 1H1, Why did 
you visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Military Service Count Yes No Total 
Ever Served in the Military Observed 67 195 262 
Expected 38.6 223.4 262.0 
Never Served in the Military Observed 83 673 756 
Expected 111.4 644.6 756.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 1018 
 
 
Table 9.45.  Cultural heritage value responses by military service to the question 1H2, What is 
your personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Military Service Count Yes No Total 
Ever Served in the Military Observed 38 213 204 
Expected 54.6 196.4 204.0 
Never Served in the Military Observed 166 521 734 
Expected 149.4 537.6 734.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.003 
^N = 938 
 
 
Table 9.46.  Historical heritage value responses by military service to the question 1H2, What is 
your personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Military Service Count Yes No Total 
Ever Served in the Military Observed 159 92 251 
Expected 144.8 106.2 251.0 
Never Served in the Military Observed 382 305 687 
Expected 396.2 290.8 687.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.034 
^N = 938 
 
 
Table 9.47.  Military heritage value responses by military service to the question 1H2, What is 
your personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Military Service Count Yes No Total 
Ever Served in the Military Observed 69 182 251 
Expected 37.2 213.8 251.0 
Never Served in the Military Observed 70 617 687 
Expected 101.8 585.2 687.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 938 
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Table 9.48.  Cultural heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 2 8 10 
Expected 2.2 7.8 10.0 
Region II Observed 3 4 7 
Expected 1.5 5.5 7.0 
Region III Observed 5 19 24 
Expected 5.2 18.8 24.0 
Region IV Observed 4 41 45 
Expected 9.8 35.2 45.0 
Region V Observed 12 109 121 
Expected 26.4 94.6 121.0 
Region VI Observed 6 38 44 
Expected 9.6 34.4 44.0 
Region VII Observed 11 25 36 
Expected 7.8 28.2 36.0 
Region VIII Observed 67 223 290 
Expected 63.2 226.8 290.0 
Region IX Observed 24 69 93 
Expected 20.3 72.7 93.0 
Region X Observed 45 111 156 
Expected 34.0 122.0 156.0 
USA Observed 16 45 61 
Expected 13.3 47.7 61.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 13 55 68 
Expected 14.8 53.2 68.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.006 
^N = 955 
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Table 9.49.  Cultural heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H4, Did you learn 
anything new today about [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 3 4 7 
Expected 2.1 4.9 7.0 
Region II Observed 1 3 4 
Expected 1.2 2.8 4.0 
Region III Observed 4 11 15 
Expected 4.5 10.5 15.0 
Region IV Observed 13 17 30 
Expected 9.0 21.0 30.0 
Region V Observed 12 80 92 
Expected 27.5 64.5 92.0 
Region VI Observed 18 18 27 
Expected 18.9 18.9 27.0 
Region VII Observed 3 17 20 
Expected 6.0 14.0 20.0 
Region VIII Observed 81 124 205 
Expected 61.3 143.7 205.0 
Region IX Observed 24 50 74 
Expected 22.1 51.9 74.0 
Region X Observed 24 67 91 
Expected 27.2 63.8 91.0 
USA Observed 10 33 43 
Expected 12.9 30.1 43.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 15 42 57 
Expected 17.1 39.9 57.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.02 
^N = 665 
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Table 9.50.  National heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H3, How important 
are the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Residency Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
Total 
Region I Observed 0 0 1 1 8 10 
Expected .1 .0 .4 2.7 6.8 10.0 
Region II Observed 0 0 0 0 8 8 
Expected .0 .0 .3 2.2 5.4 8.0 
Region III Observed 0 0 0 10 16 26 
Expected .2 .1 1.0 7.1 17.6 26.0 
Region IV Observed 0 1 0 10 37 48 
Expected .3 .2 1.8 13.2 32.5 48.0 
Region V Observed 1 0 2 28 99 130 
Expected .8 .5 5.0 35.7 88.1 130.0 
Region VI Observed 0 0 1 15 31 47 
Expected .3 .2 1.8 12.9 31.8 47.0 
Region 
VII 
Observed 0 0 0 12 26 38 
Expected .2 .1 1.5 10.4 25.7 38.0 
Region 
VIII 
Observed 0 1 14 91 215 321 
Expected 1.9 1.2 12.4 88.1 217.5 321.0 
Region IX Observed 2 0 1 24 73 100 
Expected .6 .4 3.8 27.4 67.8 100.0 
Region X Observed 2 0 6 52 111 171 
Expected 1.0 .7 6.6 46.9 115.9 171.0 
USA Observed 0 1 2 17 44 64 
Expected .4 .2 2.5 17.6 43.4 64.0 
Non-USA 
States and 
Territories 
Observed 1 1 13 25 36 76 
Expected 
.4 .3 2.9 20.8 51.5 76.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.001 
 ^N = 1039 
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Table 9.51.  Personal heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 1 9 10 
Expected 2.5 7.5 10.0 
Region II Observed 0 7 7 
Expected 1.7 5.3 7.0 
Region III Observed 1 23 24 
Expected 6.0 18.0 24.0 
Region IV Observed 14 31 45 
Expected 11.2 33.8 45.0 
Region V Observed 19 102 121 
Expected 30.2 90.8 121.0 
Region VI Observed 10 34 44 
Expected 11.0 33.0 44.0 
Region VII Observed 5 31 36 
Expected 9.0 27.0 36.0 
Region VIII Observed 88 202 290 
Expected 72.3 217.7 290.0 
Region IX Observed 25 68 93 
Expected 23.2 69.8 93.0 
Region X Observed 53 103 156 
Expected 38.9 117.1 156.0 
USA Observed 14 47 61 
Expected 15.2 45.8 61.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 8 60 68 
Expected 16.9 51.1 68.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 955 
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Table 9.52.  Other heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H1, Why did you visit 
[the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 7 3 10 
Expected 4.5 5.5 10.0 
Region II Observed 5 3 8 
Expected 3.6 4.4 8.0 
Region III Observed 11 15 26 
Expected 11.8 14.3 26.0 
Region IV Observed 22 25 47 
Expected 21.2 25.8 47.0 
Region V Observed 78 53 131 
Expected 59.2 71.8 131.0 
Region VI Observed 17 31 48 
Expected 21.7 26.3 48.0 
Region VII Observed 9 28 37 
Expected 16.7 20.3 37.0 
Region VIII Observed 144 178 322 
Expected 145.5 176.5 322.0 
Region IX Observed 37 63 100 
Expected 45.2 54.8 100.0 
Region X Observed 71 97 168 
Expected 75.9 92.1 168.0 
USA Observed 35 32 67 
Expected 30.3 36.7 67.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 34 42 76 
Expected 34.3 41.7 76.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.004 
^N = 1040 
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Table 9.53.  Other heritage value responses by ethnicity to the question 1H3, How important are 
the following in the significance of [the specific battlefield] to you?*^ 
Residency Count Very  
Unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
Important 
Total 
Region I Observed 0 0 2 0 0 10 
Expected .2 .1 .7 .3 .7 10.0 
Region II Observed 0 0 1 0 2 8 
Expected .3 .2 1.1 .5 1.1 8.0 
Region III Observed 2 0 8 2 3 26 
Expected 1.3 .9 5.3 2.3 5.3 26.0 
Region IV Observed 1 3 7 0 4 48 
Expected 1.3 .9 5.3 2.3 5.3 48.0 
Region V Observed 8 5 12 4 29 130 
Expected 4.9 3.6 20.3 8.9 20.3 130.0 
Region VI Observed 1 0 8 3 5 47 
Expected 1.4 1.0 6.0 2.6 6.0 47.0 
Region 
VII 
Observed 1 0 5 1 5 38 
Expected 1.0 .7 4.2 1.8 4.2 38.0 
Region 
VIII 
Observed 2 3 38 19 38 321 
Expected 8.4 6.2 35.0 15.4 35.0 321.0 
Region IX Observed 1 4 13 4 7 100 
Expected 2.4 1.8 10.2 4.5 10.2 100.0 
Region X Observed 5 3 15 14 20 171 
Expected 4.8 3.5 20.0 8.8 20.0 171.0 
USA Observed 3 1 3 5 8 64 
Expected 1.7 1.2 7.0 3.1 7.0 64.0 
Non-USA 
States and 
Territories 
Observed 6 3 13 3 4 76 
Expected 
2.4 1.8 10.2 4.5 10.2 76.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.016   ^N = 1039 
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Table 9.54.  Geographical heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H2, What is 
your personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 0 10 10 
Expected 2.0 8.0 10.0 
Region II Observed 1 6 7 
Expected 1.4 5.6 7.0 
Region III Observed 2 22 24 
Expected 4.8 19.2 24.0 
Region IV Observed 5 40 45 
Expected 9.0 36.0 45.0 
Region V Observed 19 102 121 
Expected 24.3 96.7 121.0 
Region VI Observed 4 40 44 
Expected 8.8 35.2 44.0 
Region VII Observed 3 33 36 
Expected 7.2 28.8 36.0 
Region VIII Observed 93 197 290 
Expected 58.3 231.7 290.0 
Region IX Observed 18 75 93 
Expected 18.7 74.3 93.0 
Region X Observed 28 128 156 
Expected 31.4 124.6 156.0 
USA Observed 11 50 61 
Expected 12.3 48.7 61.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 8 60 68 
Expected 13.7 54.3 68.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 955 
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Table 9.55.  Historical heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 4 6 10 
Expected 3.5 6.5 10.0 
Region II Observed 1 7 8 
Expected 2.8 5.2 8.0 
Region III Observed 10 16 26 
Expected 9.2 16.9 26.0 
Region IV Observed 23 24 47 
Expected 16.5 30.5 47.0 
Region V Observed 43 88 131 
Expected 46.1 84.9 131.0 
Region VI Observed 25 23 48 
Expected 16.9 31.1 48.0 
Region VII Observed 22 15 37 
Expected 13.0 24.0 37.0 
Region VIII Observed 84 238 322 
Expected 113.3 208.7 322.0 
Region IX Observed 46 54 100 
Expected 35.2 64.8 100.0 
Region X Observed 57 111 168 
Expected 59.1 108.9 168.0 
USA Observed 18 49 67 
Expected 23.6 43.4 67.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 33 43 76 
Expected 26.7 49.3 76.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 1040 
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Table 9.56.  Military heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H1, Why did you 
visit [the specific battlefield]?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 2 8 10 
Expected 1.5 8.5 10.0 
Region II Observed 1 7 8 
Expected 1.2 6.8 8.0 
Region III Observed 4 22 26 
Expected 3.8 22.2 26.0 
Region IV Observed 8 39 47 
Expected 6.9 40.1 47.0 
Region V Observed 48 83 131 
Expected 19.3 111.7 131.0 
Region VI Observed 7 41 48 
Expected 7.1 40.9 48.0 
Region VII Observed 8 29 37 
Expected 5.4 31.6 37.0 
Region VIII Observed 25 297 322 
Expected 47.4 274.6 322.0 
Region IX Observed 15 85 100 
Expected 14.7 85.3 100.0 
Region X Observed 18 150 168 
Expected 24.7 143.3 168.0 
USA Observed 8 59 67 
Expected 9.9 57.1 67.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 9 67 76 
Expected 11.2 64.8 76.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 1040 
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Table 9.57.  Military heritage value responses by residency to the question 1H2, What is your 
personal interest or connection to this site?*^ 
Residency Count Yes No Total 
Region I Observed 1 9 10 
Expected 1.5 8.5 10.0 
Region II Observed 2 5 7 
Expected 1.0 6.0 7.0 
Region III Observed 3 21 24 
Expected 3.5 20.5 24.0 
Region IV Observed 5 40 45 
Expected 6.6 38.4 45.0 
Region V Observed 43 78 121 
Expected 17.9 103.1 121.0 
Region VI Observed 10 34 44 
Expected 6.5 37.5 44.0 
Region VII Observed 7 29 36 
Expected 5.3 30.7 36.0 
Region VIII Observed 24 266 290 
Expected 42.8 247.2 290.0 
Region IX Observed 13 80 93 
Expected 13.7 79.3 93.0 
Region X Observed 21 135 156 
Expected 23.0 133.0 156.0 
USA Observed 7 54 61 
Expected 9.0 52.0 61.0 
Non-USA States and Territories Observed 5 63 68 
Expected 10.0 58.0 68.0 
*Pearson Chi Square value of p = 0.000 
^N = 955 
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Appendix N:  Questionnaire Log of Participants and Non-Participants for the Second 
Hypothesis 
 
Table 9.58.  Demographics of all park visitors approached to participate in the questionnaire for 
the second hypothesis. 
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Grand Total 16 9 89 132 114 83 24 3 
C or P*  
Coincidence 0 0 68 105 63 71 7 1 
Pilgrimage 16 9 21 27 51 12 17 2 
Gender  
Male 7 6 54 65 77 47 10 2 
Female 9 3 35 68 37 36 14 1 
Ethnicity  
American Indian or Alaskan Native 10 6 12 12 15 4 2 0 
Asian 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Black or African American 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
White 6 3 78 118 98 78 22 3 
Hispanic or Latino 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 
Multi-Racial Identification 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Location  
Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Arizona 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 
Arkansas 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 
Australia 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 
Brazil 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
California 0 0 9 13 14 2 3 0 
Canada 0 0 0 0 6 9 0 0 
Colorado 0 0 1 0 4 1 0 0 
Connecticut 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 
Delaware 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
District of Columbia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
England 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 
Florida 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 
France 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 
Germany 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 
Idaho 7 6 12 17 3 6 0 0 
Illinois 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 
Iowa 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Kansas 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
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Kentucky 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Maryland 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 
Michigan 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 
Minnesota 0 0 2 1 3 2 0 0 
Missouri 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 
Montana 7 3 24 37 11 6 13 0 
Nevada 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
New Mexico 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
New York 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
North Dakota 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Ohio 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Oregon 0 0 3 5 2 4 0 0 
Pennsylvania 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 
Texas 0 0 6 1 2 0 0 0 
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 
USA 0 0 10 8 8 10 2 0 
Utah 0 0 2 6 4 1 0 0 
Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Washington 2 0 10 15 10 8 0 0 
Wisconsin 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 
Wyoming 0 0 1 7 3 0 3 1 
*“C” means individuals who coincidentally visited the battlefield on anniversary or commemoration day.  “P” 
means individuals who made a pilgrimage to the battlefields for commemoration programs. 
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Appendix O:  Means of Composite Scores for Questionnaire Demographics of Age, 
Education, Ethnicity, and Current Place of Residency for the Second Hypothesis 
 
 This appendix has the mean scores of the composite score for the demographics of age, 
education, ethnicity, and current place of residency.  Based on mean scores for all of the 
battlefields of the four demographics, I found the following: 
 American Indians or Alaskan Natives had the highest mean scores among ethnic groups 
(5.4367). 
 Park visitors from Regions VII and VIII had the highest mean scores among U.S. regions 
(1.0733 and .8839). 
 Older park visitors have higher mean scores than younger park visitors. 
 Park visitors who never finished high school or had some college education had the 
highest means (0.2935 and 0.3143). 
 
When I looked at the same variables by each battlefield, I found the following mean score trends: 
 
 American Indians or Alaskan Natives had the highest mean score at BEPA (6.7615). 
 Whites had the highest mean score at ROBA (0.5617). 
 Hispanics or Latinos had the highest mean score at LIBI (1.5891). 
 Participants from Region VII had their highest mean score at BEPA (3.0627) 
 Participants from Region VIII had their highest mean score at LIBI (2.6603). 
 Participants between the ages of 18 and 31 had their highest mean score at ROBA. 
 Participants between the ages of 81 and 94 had their highest mean score at ROBA. 
 Park visitors who never finished high school or had some college education had their 
highest mean scores at ROBA (5.4985 and -0.0201). 
 Park visitors with advanced degrees had their highest mean score at BEPA (1.4170). 
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Table 9.59.  Age questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis. 
Age N Mean Standard Deviation 
18-24 56 -1.2933 3.33405 
25-31 50 -.8804 3.19225 
32-38 61 -.9097 4.06879 
39-45 93 -.8981 3.27968 
46-52 134 -.1347 4.28643 
53-59 203 .6952 4.94965 
60-66 204 -.0626 3.74518 
67-73 130 .1659 4.13220 
74-80 37 1.7406 4.45532 
81-87 8 2.5426 3.61888 
88-94 4 3.3389 3.76079 
95-101 1 6.0666 - 
Total 981 -.0198 4.16404 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.60.  Age questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis by each 
battlefield. 
Age  Battlefield N Mean Standard Deviation 
18-24 BEPA 9 -3.1872 2.13365 
 BIHO 20 -1.2577 2.77818 
LIBI 17 -2.0802 2.54005 
ROBA 10 1.6778 4.64241 
25-31 BEPA 7 -2.1333 3.10568 
 BIHO 8 -2.2170 2.62704 
LIBI 21 -.6391 3.57031 
ROBA 14 .1478 2.73023 
32-38 BEPA 6 -.5094 2.50252 
 BIHO 17 -2.1352 2.15557 
LIBI 24 -.1345 4.83149 
ROBA 14 -.9219 4.88193 
39-45 BEPA 12 -.9175 3.17525 
 BIHO 41 -1.0631 3.57825 
LIBI 24 -.6130 2.99965 
ROBA 16 -.8882 3.23005 
46-52 BEPA 12 1.1315 4.53635 
 BIHO 52 -1.5060 3.73857 
LIBI 51 .4695 4.39089 
ROBA 19 1.1967 4.54100 
53-59 BEPA 20 .9679 6.62210 
 BIHO 67 -.5606 4.47648 
LIBI 90 .9715 4.91003 
ROBA 25 2.8981 4.03344 
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Age  Battlefield N Mean Standard Deviation 
60-66 BEPA 20 -.8347 2.75098 
 BIHO 82 -.6103 3.87017 
LIBI 76 .7659 4.01328 
ROBA 26 -.1633 2.78129 
67-73 BEPA 17 .4053 4.00907 
 BIHO 53 -.2087 4.21188 
LIBI 45 .3432 4.46516 
ROBA 14 .7105 2.93320 
74-80 BEPA 5 -.0419 3.42724 
 BIHO 18 1.5717 3.86797 
LIBI 10 2.7753 5.45192 
ROBA 4 2.1418 6.27185 
81-87 BEPA 2 -.6227 2.16382 
 BIHO 3 2.4368 1.32224 
LIBI 2 1.9779 1.51395 
ROBA 1 10.3203 - 
88-94 BEPA - - - 
 BIHO 3 2.5260 4.15336 
LIBI - - - 
ROBA 1 5.7776 - 
95-101 BEPA - - - 
 BIHO - - - 
LIBI 1 6.0666 - 
ROBA - - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.61.  Education questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis. 
Education N Mean Standard Deviation 
Never Finished High School 13 .2935 5.90734 
High School Graduate 129 -.2290 3.92919 
Some College 201 .3143 4.67188 
Completed College 296 -.2675 4.10278 
Some Graduate School 95 .0475 4.54295 
Advanced Degree 263 .0676 3.77406 
Total 997 -.0195 4.18542 
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Table 9.62.  Education questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis by 
each battlefield. 
Education Battlefield N Mean Standard Deviation 
Never Finished High School BEPA 1 -3.3464 - 
 
BIHO 6 -1.0982 5.22808 
LIBI 2 -4.1217 3.60968 
ROBA 4 5.4985 5.68159 
High School Graduate BEPA 18 -.9881 4.45600 
 BIHO 40 .1314 4.19332 
LIBI 52 -.8830 3.09312 
ROBA 19 1.5214 4.52679 
Some College BEPA 24 1.0511 5.37711 
 BIHO 88 -.5317 4.11067 
LIBI 58 1.4718 5.35892 
ROBA 31 -.0201 3.81258 
Completed College BEPA 35 -1.3545 3.50356 
 BIHO 107 -.7367 3.66562 
LIBI 112 .1836 4.43455 
ROBA 42 .6303 4.47115 
Some Graduate School BEPA 10 -.3752 4.31295 
 BIHO 35 -1.8044 3.56410 
LIBI 36 1.5286 5.42590 
ROBA 14 1.1708 2.65779 
Advanced Degree BEPA 20 1.4170 4.83881 
 BIHO 96 -.7570 3.75572 
LIBI 114 .4337 3.69722 
ROBA 33 .3844 2.96851 
 
 
 
Table 9.63.  Ethnicity questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis. 
Ethnicity N Mean Standard Deviation 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 62 5.4367 6.21140 
Asian 6 -1.9133 2.60182 
Black or African American 3 .2079 2.10018 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 .4550 1.04835 
White 938 -.3570 3.75529 
Hispanic or Latino 22 .9436 4.57682 
Multi-Racial Identification 23 -.5668 4.24188 
Total 1056 .0000 4.18169 
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Table 9.64.  Ethnicity questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis by 
each battlefield. 
Ethnicity Battlefield N Mean Standard Deviation 
American Indian or Alaskan Native BEPA 16 6.7615 6.26826 
 
BIHO 12 5.1875 6.80188 
LIBI 22 5.3593 7.00612 
ROBA 11 3.9590 3.53662 
Asian BEPA 1 -2.1528 - 
 
BIHO 2 .5841 1.70747 
LIBI 2 -2.1528 .00000 
ROBA 1 -6.1895 - 
Black or African American BEPA - - - 
 BIHO 1 -2.1528 - 
LIBI 2 1.3882 .68006 
ROBA 0 - - 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander BEPA 0 - - 
 BIHO 0 - - 
LIBI 1 1.1963 - 
ROBA 1 -.2863 - 
White BEPA 91 -1.1035 3.09280 
 BIHO 355 -1.0094 3.47457 
LIBI 351 .1286 3.99662 
ROBA 140 .5617 3.85867 
Hispanic or Latino BEPA -  - - 
 BIHO 13 .4967 4.85384 
LIBI 9 1.5891 4.34210 
ROBA - - - 
Multi-Racial Identification BEPA 8 -2.7153 2.04761 
 BIHO 9 .5512 5.48036 
LIBI 6 .6209 3.73075 
ROBA - - - 
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Table 9.65.  Residency questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9.66.  Residency questionnaire demographic of mean scores for the second hypothesis by 
each battlefield. 
Location Battlefield N Mean Standard Deviation 
Region I BEPA - - - 
 
BIHO 1 -2.1528 - 
LIBI 9 -1.2077 3.03403 
ROBA - - - 
Region II BEPA 3 -3.1728 2.13219 
 BIHO 4 -1.1562 2.17514 
LIBI 1 -4.5401 - 
ROBA - - - 
Region III BEPA - - - 
 BIHO 10 -1.6594 3.11338 
LIBI 15 -1.2513 2.51686 
ROBA 1 .9073 - 
Region IV BEPA 1 1.8691 - 
 BIHO 14 -2.2870 2.64222 
LIBI 33 -.6207 3.18528 
ROBA - - - 
Region V BEPA 11 -2.5868 2.22784 
 BIHO 17 -.0974 2.43732 
LIBI 59 .0172 4.19627 
ROBA 44 -.5812 3.07748 
Location N Mean Standard Deviation 
Region I 10 -1.3022 2.87608 
Region II 8 -2.3354 2.26186 
Region III 26 -1.3253 2.69893 
Region IV 48 -1.0549 3.09926 
Region V 132 -.4140 3.55638 
Region VI 48 -1.0913 3.85257 
Region VII 38 1.0733 3.86112 
Region VIII 327 .8839 4.25823 
Region IX 101 -.6167 3.56745 
Region X 172 .3346 5.05030 
USA 68 .3759 5.05140 
Non-USA States and Territories 78 -1.6257 3.08207 
Total 1056 .0000 4.18169 
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Location Battlefield N Mean Standard Deviation 
Region VI BEPA 1 -3.3464 - 
 BIHO 13 -3.2663 1.28739 
LIBI 31 .1438 4.25460 
ROBA 3 -3.6769 .60290 
Region VII BEPA 2 3.0627 .00000 
 BIHO 6 -.1332 2.36916 
LIBI 25 1.2956 4.29161 
ROBA 5 .6136 3.95504 
Region VIII BEPA 52 -.5284 3.38232 
 BIHO 146 .1269 3.81672 
LIBI 65 2.6603 5.05513 
ROBA 64 1.9539 4.20546 
Region IX BEPA 7 -.7472 1.56512 
 BIHO 55 -1.6198 2.82699 
LIBI 30 .5120 4.41859 
ROBA 9 1.8522 3.73620 
Region X BEPA 26 2.9557 6.93413 
 BIHO 83 -.3238 4.90120 
LIBI 51 .4182 3.96298 
ROBA 12 -1.1460 3.85042 
USA BEPA 3 -3.7443 3.13675 
 BIHO 29 -1.5130 4.40470 
LIBI 29 2.0589 5.27171 
ROBA 6 3.7457 2.86020 
Non-USA States and Territories BEPA 10 -1.5691 2.52603 
 BIHO 14 -2.6677 2.67168 
LIBI 45 -1.5925 3.13707 
ROBA 9 -.2333 3.79916 
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Appendix P:  Non-Parametric Statistical Analyses of the Second Hypothesis based on Mean 
Scores. 
 
For non-parametric statistics by mean scores, I grouped the overall scores of all 
questionnaire participants into two categories:  less than a strong connection (score of zero) and 
a stronger connection (score of one).  The less than a stronger connection had a frequency of 603 
responses (57.1%), the stronger connection had a frequency of 453 responses (42.9%).  Table 
9.56 shows the percentages of participants’ connections to a battlefield on different days.  
Therefore, the typical park visitor during the height of the tourism season was 14.2% less likely 
to have a stronger connection to the battlefields.  When looking at questionnaire participants 
during anniversary and commemoration days, 103 individuals (or 42.4%) had a less than 
stronger connection to the battlefields while 140 individuals (or 57.6%) had a stronger 
connection to the same historic landscapes.   
 
Table 9.67.  Frequency of all questionnaire participants having less than or stronger than 
connections to the battlefields. 
Battlefields Days Number of 
Participants 
Less than 
Stronger 
Connection 
Percentage Stronger 
Connection 
Percentage Percentage 
Difference 
of 
Likelihood 
of Having 
Stronger 
Connection^ 
All All 1056 603  57.1% 453 42.9% 14.2% 
All A/C 243  103 42.4%  140 57.6% 15.2% 
BEPA All 116 71 61.2% 45 38.8% 22.4% 
BEPA A/C 16 1 6.2% 15 93.8% 87.6% 
BIHO All 393 261 66.4%  132 33.6% 32.8% 
BIHO A/C 89 57 64.0% 32   36.0%  28.0% 
LIBI All 394 203  51.5% 191 48.5% 3.0% 
LIBI A/C 114 44   38.6% 70 61.4% 22.8% 
ROBA All 153 68 44.4% 85 55.6% 11.2% 
ROBA A/C 24 1 4.2% 23 95.8% 91.6% 
^Red font means a negative percentage; black font means a positive percentage. 
275 
 
 
Therefore, the typical park visitor during anniversary or commemoration days was 15.2% more 
likely to have a stronger connection to the battlefields.  BIHO was the only battlefield that had 
visitors less likely to have a stronger connection to the battlefield during an anniversary or 
commemoration day.  When I divided the park visitors from the anniversary and commemoration 
days into the categories of anniversary pilgrims and coincidental visitors, however, I found 
different results (Table 9.57).   
 
Table 9.68.  Frequency of participants having less than or stronger connections to the battlefields 
on anniversary and commemoration days at the four battlefields. 
Battlefields C/P* Number of 
Participants 
Less than 
Stronger 
Connection 
Percentage Stronger 
Connection 
Percentage Percentage 
Difference 
of 
Likelihood 
of Having 
Stronger 
Connection^ 
All C + P 243 103 42.4% 140  57.6% 15.2% 
 C 138 97 70.3% 41 29.7% 40.6% 
 P 105 6   5.7% 99 94.3% 88.6% 
BEPA C + P 16 1 6.2% 15 93.8% 87.6% 
 C 0 - - - - - 
 P 1 1 6.2% 15 93.8% 87.6% 
BIHO C + P 89 57 64.0% 32  36.0
% 
28.0% 
 C 68 56 82.4% 12 17.6% 64.8% 
 P 21 1 4.8% 20 95.2% 90.4% 
LIBI C + P 114 44  38.6% 70 61.4% 22.8% 
 C 63 40 63.5% 23 36.5% 27.0% 
 P 51 4 7.8% 47 92.2% 84.4% 
ROBA C + P 24 1 4.2% 23 95.8% 91.6% 
 C 7 1 14.3% 6   85.7%  71.4% 
 P 17 0 0.05 17 100.0% 100.0% 
*“C” means questionnaire participants who coincidentally visited the battlefield on an anniversary or 
commemoration day.  “P” means questionnaire participants who made a pilgrimage to the battlefields for 
commemoration programs.  
“-” means not applicable. 
“^” Red font means a negative percentage; black font means a positive percentage. 
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For all of the battlefield participants who deliberately visited the battlefield commemoration 
programs, they were 88.6% more likely to have a stronger connection to the historic landscapes.  
When I explored this trend by each battlefield, I found a similar pattern for these pilgrims (BEPA 
= 87.6%, BIHO = 90.4%, LIBI = 84.4%, and ROBA = 100.0%).  Meanwhile, park visitors who 
coincidentally were at the battlefields during the anniversary and commemoration days were 
40.6% less likely to have a stronger connection to the historic landscapes.  I then broke it down 
by battlefield for this group of participants.  Coincidental visitors were less likely to have a 
stronger connection to BIHO (64.8%) and LIBI (27.0%), but they were more likely to have a 
stronger connection to ROBA (71.4%).  BEPA was the only case study that every person who 
participated in the questionnaire was there for the commemoration program.  BEPA and ROBA 
did not have commemoration day programs.  No visitors who made a deliberate pilgrimage took 
the questionnaire on the anniversary days of BIHO.  Pilgrims to LIBI had a stronger connection 
on anniversary than on commemoration days but coincidental visitors had a stronger connection 
on commemoration than on anniversary days.  BIHO was the only battlefield that had its park 
visitors both on all days and on anniversary or commemoration days less likely to have a 
stronger connection to the battlefield.  Even though all of the battlefields except LIBI are in 
fairly remote locations, the majority of BIHO visitors had never heard, or knew little about, the 
historic battle.  This lack of prior knowledge might be the contributing factor for why the typical 
visitor relates less strongly to the historic battlefield.  Even though no pilgrim visitors took the 
questionnaire on both of the anniversary days, however, 90.4% of commemoration pilgrims were 
more likely to have a stronger connection to BIHO. 
 The non-parametric statistical findings for the second hypothesis based on mean scores 
revealed a difference between anniversary pilgrims and average park visitors to the four case 
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studies.  Overall, these battlefield anniversary pilgrims were 88.6% more likely to have a 
stronger connection to the historic sites that average park visitors.  The relationship of visiting 
any of the four battlefield case studies was significant for anniversary pilgrims, underscoring the 
interaction between the time and space of a cultural landscape.   
 
